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PROJECT HISTORY: The Office of Border Patrol (OBP) is a law enforcement entity of 
United States (U.S.) Customs and Border Protection (CBP), a component of the U.S. Department 
of Homeland Security (DHS).  The OBP’s priority mission  is to prevent the entry of terrorists 
and terrorist weapons and to enforce the laws that protect the U.S. homeland by the detection, 
interdiction, and apprehension of those who attempt to illegally enter or smuggle any person or 
contraband across the sovereign borders of the U.S.   
 
During recent years, illegal aliens (IA) and illegal entry into the U.S. along the U.S.-Mexico 
border in southwest Arizona has been a severe problem.  Consequently, the OBP has 
significantly increased its emphasis on deterrence. Deterrence is achieved only when the OBP 
has the ability to create and convey the immediate, credible, and absolute certainty of detection 
and apprehension. As such, tactical infrastructure components, such as roads and lights, are a 
critical element in the current enforcement strategy. Developing trends such as the recognition of 
environmental preservation concerns and the increase of criminal trans-boundary activities 
(including trafficking in people, drugs, and terrorism efforts) continue to pose a border 
enforcement challenge and compound the need for tactical infrastructure along the international 
border.   
 
In December 2004, the CBP released a Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 
construction of tactical infrastructure (TI) near San Luis, Arizona. The infrastructure proposed in 
the original EA involved the construction of a border infrastructure system, which included the 
installation of permanent security lights, a secondary fence, all-weather patrol road, maintenance 
road, security fence, and extension of the primary border fence along the U.S.-Mexico border.  
Since the completion of that original Final EA, the OBP has determined that the border 
infrastructure system needs to be extended northward for about 1.5 miles, somewhat parallel to 
the Colorado River, primarily due to changes in the enforcement environment that occurred after 
the EA was complete. This Supplemental EA (SEA) analyzes the potential impacts associated 
with the approximately 1.5 miles of TI extension. 
 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in December 2004 under Categorical Exclusion 
(CATEX) CX-AZ-320-2005-12 (Hazardous Fuels Reduction and Emergency Safety Hazard 
Removal) removed all non-native vegetation from an approximately 164-acre area west of the 
Bypass Drain (also known as the Salinity Canal) and an approximately 35-acre area east of the 
drain.  This area now offers the OBP a tactically improved location closer to the border and a 
clearer line of vision. Consequently, the OBP determined this area needs to be maintained and 
the border infrastructure system needs to be constructed in this area to ensure control of this 
portion of the border.   
 
The OBP has also identified other TI components that are needed in and near the original project 
corridor. For instance, three foot bridges would be removed and replaced with vehicle bridges in 
an effort to create a more direct line of travel for the OBP agents. Additionally, several gates that 
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cross irrigation canals within the region have been replaced or lowered in an effort to impede 
illegal vehicle traffic in the area.  
 
Additionally, after reviewing engineering designs it was determined by the Joint Task Force 
North (JTF-N) that the original infrastructure alignment needed to be redesigned.  Consequently,  
 
JTF-N prepared a Record of Environmental Consideration (REC) for the purposes of realigning 
approximately 2,150 feet (ft) of border infrastructure system.  No additional impacts were 
incurred and the permanent footprint of the border infrastructure system was reduced.  
 
PROJECT LOCATION:  The Yuma Station is responsible for controlling a total of 
approximately 54-miles of U.S.-Mexico border, including approximately 28-miles along Sonora 
Mexico and approximately 17-miles along the Colorado River that forms the border between 
California and Arizona as well as the international border between Arizona and Mexico.  Much of 
the Yuma Station’s area of operation (AO) is undeveloped desert and agricultural fields.  The 
proposed project consists of a 1.5 mile corridor extending from the U.S.-Mexico border northward 
along the Bypass Drain in San Luis, Arizona.  
 
PURPOSE AND NEED: The purpose of the proposed project is to assist OBP agents in the 
detection and deterrence of illegal traffic, thus, further facilitating the OBP’s mandate to gain, 
maintain and extend control of the U.S.-Mexico border.  The need for the proposed project is to 
further enhance the effectiveness of the apprehension activities through the flexible deployment 
of resources and OBP agents; protect sensitive resources, public and private lands and U.S. 
residents from IA, illegal activities and terrorists; enhance the safety, effectiveness, and efficient 
environment in which to accomplish the OBP mission; and provide a level of deterrence through 
a certainty of detection and apprehension.   
 
The U.S.-Mexico border at San Luis and the Colorado River is a popular crossing point for IAs, 
and OBP agents have come under attack by IAs throwing rocks and, at times, gunfire. 
Additionally, this area has become an active area for illegal activity and crimes (e.g., robberies 
and murders) generally associated with gangs. Installation of an enhanced enforcement zone 
would further minimize this dangerous situation for the OBP agents, the general public, and IAs. 
  
ALTERNATIVES: Two alternatives were considered: Alternative 1: No Action Alternative and 
Alternative 2: Proposed Action Alternative. 
 
Alternative 1: No Action Alternative: Under the No Action Alternative, the OBP would continue 
the construction of the enforcement zone as originally proposed in the December 2004 Final EA.  
However, without the installation of the infrastructure components discussed in the Proposed 
Action Alternative of this SEA, the OBP agents would be restricted by the limitations of the 
planned infrastructure and, consequently, apprehension of IAs would not be as close to the border 
as possible. Additionally, without the re-clearing and maintenance of lands adjacent to the 
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Colorado River, the risk associated with patrolling the area would be considered severely 
dangerous, as the vegetation would allow for concealment of IAs and smugglers.   
 
Alternative 2: Proposed Action Alternative: The Proposed Action Alternative for this SEA 
includes: (1) installation of three pre-manufactured bridges (one east of the San Luis Port of 
Entry (POE), crossing the 242 Well Field Canal and two west of the POE, at the Sanchez Canal 
and Canal 242), which includes the removal and replacement of two foot-bridges with the two 
pre-manufactured bridges at the Sanchez Canal and Canal 242, (2) trimming and maintenance of 
three camera lanes, (3) relocation of the security lighting originally planned for the area north of 
the waste water treatment plant near San Luis, Arizona to the area along the Bypass Drain, 
extending approximately 1.5 miles from the U.S.-Mexico border northward, (4) establishment of 
a border infrastructure system to parallel the lights, and (5) re-clear and maintain an 
approximately 164-acre area west of the Bypass Drain and an approximately 35-acre area east of 
the drain to create an enforcement zone along 1.5 miles of the Bypass Drain. 
 
The security lights originally sited north of the waste water treatment facility would be moved 
closer to the U.S.-Mexico border, parallel to the Bypass Drain. The enforcement zone along the 
Bypass Drain would include a border infrastructure system (including 1.5 miles of security style 
lighting, two all-weather roads, a pedestrian fence, and a maintenance road). Permanent security 
lights would be installed along the western toe of the west levee of the Bypass Drain.  An all-
weather road surface would be applied to both the existing west and east levee road within the 
1.5 mile corridor.  A Sandia style pedestrian fence would be built parallel to the east levee 
approximately 10-15 feet east of the levee toe.  An existing farm road would be used as a 
maintenance road, located along the eastern toe of the eastern levee.  Camera lanes consist of 
corridors created through the trimming and maintenance of brush and trees. Three camera lanes 
would be established to provide lanes for an existing Remote Video Surveillance camera to 
observe any potential IA activities within the security zone. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: The Proposed Action Alternative would result in 
disturbance to a total of 199 acres (164 + 35 acres) within the security zone, which would be re-
cleared and maintained. The three camera lanes would produce minimal impacts through brush 
maintenance and tree trimming.  Additionally, the security lights within the security zone would 
not create significant impacts to vegetation or wildlife (see Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2). No 
significant impacts to protected species would occur as a result of the Proposed Action 
Alternative (see Section 4.5.2). No impacts to vegetation or wildlife habitat would occur due to 
the construction of the enforcement zone, since this area is currently disturbed and denuded of 
vegetation.  No cultural resources sites or water resources would be adversely impacted by the 
proposed construction activities (see Sections 4.6.2, 4.8.1, 4.8.2, and 4.8.3).  Additionally, no 
significant adverse impacts to air quality, land use, soils, or noise within the region is expected 
upon implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative (see Sections 4.1.2, 4.2.2, 4.9.2, and 
4.10.2).     
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The potential exists for indirect adverse impacts to resources outside of the project corridor 
resulting from shifts in IA activity.  However, these impacts are considered insignificant when 
compared to the No Action Alternative.  Indirect beneficial impacts to land use, unique and 
sensitive areas, soils, air quality, cultural resources, protected species and their associated 
habitat, as well as vegetation will result from the implementation of the Proposed Action 
Alternative. 
 
No significant adverse effects to the natural or human environment, as defined in Section 
1508.27 of the Council on Environmental Quality’s Regulations for Implementing the National 
Environmental Policy Act, are expected upon implementation of the Proposed Action. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN MEASURES:  Environmental design measures are presented for 
each resource category that will be potentially affected. Many of these measures have been 
incorporated as standard operating procedures by the OBP on past projects. The proposed 
environmental design measures will be coordinated through the appropriate agencies and land 
managers or administrators, as required. These environmental design measures will be 
incorporated into the current Project Management Plan to be carried forward.  
 
It should be noted that if any of the alternatives for this project are implemented, the following 
measures will be employed:   
 
General Construction Activities: Best Management Practices (BMPs) will be implemented as 
standard operating procedures during all construction activities, and would include proper 
handling, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous and/or regulated materials.  To minimize potential 
impacts from hazardous and regulated materials, all fuels, waste oils and solvents will be collected 
and stored in tanks or drums within a secondary containment system that consists of an impervious 
floor and bermed sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the largest container stored 
therein.  The refueling of machinery will be completed following accepted industry guidelines, and 
all vehicles will have drip pans during storage to contain minor spills and drips.  Although it will 
be unlikely for a major spill to occur, any spill of reportable quantities will be contained 
immediately within an earthen dike, and the application of an absorbent (e.g., granular, pillow, 
sock, etc.) will be used to absorb and contain the spill.  A pill Prevention Control and 
Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) will be in place prior to the start of construction and all personnel 
will be briefed on the implementation and responsibilities of this plan. Furthermore, any petroleum 
liquids (e.g., fuel) or material listed in 40 CFR 302 Table 302.4 (included as part of an SPCCP) of 
a reportable quantity must be cleaned up and reported to the appropriate Federal and state agencies. 
Reportable quantities of those substances listed on 40 CFR 302 Table 302.4 will be included as 
part of the SPCCP.  
 
All waste oil and solvents will be recycled. All non-recyclable hazardous and regulated wastes will 
be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported and disposed of in accordance with all 
Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper waste manifesting procedures. 
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Solid waste receptacles will be maintained at staging and bivouac areas. Non-hazardous solid 
waste (trash and waste construction materials) will be collected and deposited in the on-site 
receptacles.  Solid waste will be collected and disposed of by a local waste disposal contractor.   
 
Soils: Vehicular traffic associated with the construction activities and operational support activities 
will remain on established roads to the maximum extent practicable.  Erosion control techniques, 
such as, straw bales, aggregate materials, wetting compounds and revegetation with native plant 
species, where possible, will be incorporated with the design of the Proposed Action Alternative.  
In addition, other erosion control measures, as required and promulgated through the Storm Water 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), will be implemented before and after construction activities.  
Furthermore, the vegetation that is removed within the security zone will be mulched on site in an 
effort to retard erosion upon completion of the clearing activities.   
 
Vegetation: Spot herbicide application will occur near existing native vegetation within the 
security zone in an effort to minimize potential impacts to native vegetation.  The three camera 
lanes will have the salt cedar and arrow weed cut to a height of 1 foot and will be maintained at this 
height.  No topping of willows will occur, only lateral branches will be trimmed, and no more than 
two-thirds of the trees’ length will be trimmed from the ground upwards.  Additionally, no 
cottonwoods will be trimmed within these lanes. The willows will be trimmed manually using 
saws and limb trimmers, while the salt cedar and arrow weed will be cut via Hydro-axe or similar 
machine.   

 
Wildlife: The Migratory Bird Treaty Act requires that Federal agencies coordinate with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) if a construction activity will result in the take of a migratory 
bird.  Surveys of suitable habitat will be performed prior to construction to identify active nests.  If 
construction activities will result in the take of a migratory bird, then consultation with the USFWS 
and Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) will be conducted prior to construction or 
clearing activities.  Another mitigation measure that will be considered is to schedule all 
construction activities outside nesting season (March 1 through September 1).  Bird surveys will 
not be required if clearing activities occur outside of the nesting season.  
 
Protected Species: No work will be done within the security zone during neotropical migratory 
bird migration (early May to early to mid September) in an effort to further minimize the potential 
impact to the southwestern willow flycatcher. Additionally, all naturally recruited native vegetation 
within the security zone will be retained in an effort to encourage the re-growth and re-
establishment of these native species.  On-site mitigation for the western burrowing owl will 
consist of passive relocation.  This entails encouraging owls to move from occupied burrows 
within the project area to alternative locations in suitable habitat beyond 150 feet from the project 
disturbance.  The use of one-way doors on burrows should keep owls from returning to the 
burrows within the project area.  Relocation will only be attempted during the non-breeding season 
(September 1 through March 1). 
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Cultural Resources:  If any cultural material is discovered during the construction efforts, then 
all activities will halt until a qualified archeologist can be brought in to assess the cultural 
remains. 
 
Water Resources:  Standard construction procedures will be implemented to minimize the 
potential for erosion and sedimentation during construction.  All work will cease during heavy 
rains and will not resume until conditions are suitable for the movement of equipment and material.  
Effective March 10, 2003, in accordance with regulations of the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) Phase II of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System stormwater program, a 
SWPPP will be required for stormwater runoff from construction activities greater than 1 acre.  
Therefore, a SWPPP will be prepared and implemented prior to the start of any construction.  
 
Air Quality:  Mitigation measures will be incorporated to insure that particles less than 10 microns 
in aerodynamic diameter (PM-10) emission levels do not rise above the minimum threshold of 100 
tons per year as required per 40 Code of Federal Register 51.853(b)(1).  Measures will include dust 
suppression methods to minimize airborne particulate matter that will be created during 
construction activities.  Standard construction practices such as routine watering of the construction 
site and access routes will be used to control fugitive dust during the construction phases of the 
proposed project.  Additionally, all construction equipment and vehicles will be required to be kept 
in good operating condition to minimize exhaust emissions.  
 
Noise: During the construction phase, short-term noise impacts are anticipated. All Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration requirements will be followed.  On-site activities will be 
restricted to daylight hours with the exception of concrete pours and emergency situations.  
Construction equipment will possess properly working mufflers and will be kept properly tuned to 
reduce backfires.  Implementation of these measures will reduce the expected short-term noise 
impacts to an insignificant level in and around the construction site. 
 
Aesthetics:   Security light poles will be painted to blend in with the surrounding environment.  
Shields will be installed on the lights to prevent backlighting or vertical lighting.  The security 
lights’ angle of elevation will be below the horizon to minimize potential light pollution. Lastly, 
the bulbs to be used in the lights will be metal halide bulbs.  
 
FINDING:  Based upon the results of the environmental assessment and the environmental design 
measures to be incorporated as part of the Proposed Action, it has been concluded that the 
Proposed Action Alternative will not have a significant effect on the environment.  Therefore, no 
further environmental impact analysis is warranted. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

BACKGROUND: The U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP) released a 
Final Environmental Assessment (EA) in December 2004 for 
the construction of tactical infrastructure (TI) near San Luis, 
Arizona. The infrastructure proposed in the original EA involved 
the construction of a border infrastructure system, which 
included the installation of permanent security lights, a 
secondary fence, all-weather patrol road, maintenance road, 
security fence, and extension of the primary border fence along 
the U.S./Mexico border.  Since the completion of that original 
Final EA, the OBP has determined that the border 
infrastructure system needs to be extended northward for 
about 1.5 miles, somewhat parallel to the Colorado River, 
primarily due to changes in the enforcement environment that 
occurred after the EA was complete.  
 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in December 2004 
under Categorical Exclusion (CATEX) CX-AZ-320-2005-12 
(Hazardous Fuels Reduction and Emergency Safety Hazard 
Removal) removed all non-native vegetation from an 
approximately 164-acre area west of the Bypass Drain (also 
known as the Salinity Canal) and an approximately 35-acre 
area east of the drain.  This area now offers the OBP a 
tactically improved location closer to the border and a clearer 
line of vision. Consequently, the OBP determined this area 
needs to be maintained and the border infrastructure system 
needs to be constructed in this area to ensure control of this 
portion of the border.   
 
The OBP has also identified other TI components that are 
needed in and near the original project corridor. For instance, 
three foot bridges would be removed and replaced with vehicle 
bridges in an effort to create a more direct line of travel for the 
OBP agents. Additionally, several gates that cross irrigation 
canals within the region have been replaced or lowered in an 
effort to impede illegal vehicle traffic in the area.  
 
Additionally, after reviewing engineering designs it was 
determined by the Joint Task Force North (JTF-N) that the 
original infrastructure alignment needed to be redesigned.  
Consequently, JTF-N prepared a Record of Environmental 
Consideration (REC) for the purposes of realigning 2,150 feet 
(ft) of border infrastructure system.  No additional impacts were 
incurred and the permanent footprint of the border 
infrastructure system was reduced.  
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR 
THE PROPOSED PROJECT: 

The purpose of the Proposed Action Alternative is to assist 
OBP agents in the detection and deterrence of illegal traffic, 
thus, further facilitating the OBP’s mandate to gain, maintain 
and extend control of the U.S.-Mexico border.  The need for 
the Proposed Action Alternative is to further enhance the 
effectiveness of the apprehension activities through the flexible 
deployment of resources and OBP agents; protect sensitive 
resources, public and private lands and U.S. residents from 
illegal aliens (IA), illegal activities and terrorists; enhance the 
safety, effectiveness, and efficient environment in which to 
accomplish the OBP mission; and provide a level of deterrence 
through a certainty of detection and apprehension.   
 
The international border at San Luis and the Colorado River is 
a popular crossing point for IAs, and OBP agents have come 
under attack by IAs throwing rocks and, at times, gunfire. 
Additionally, this area has become an active area for activity 
and crimes (e.g., robberies and murders) generally associated 
with gangs. Installation of an enhanced enforcement zone 
would further minimize this dangerous situation for the OBP 
agents, the general public, and IAs. 
 

PROPOSED ACTION: 
 

The Proposed Action Alternative for this Supplemental EA 
includes: (1) installation of three pre-manufactured bridges 
(one east of the San Luis Port of Entry (POE), crossing the 
242 Well Field Canal and two west of the POE, at the Sanchez 
Canal and Canal 242), which includes the removal and 
replacement of two foot-bridges with the two pre-manufactured 
bridges at the Sanchez Canal and Canal 242, (2) trimming and 
maintenance of three camera lanes, (3) relocation of the 
security lighting originally planned for the area north of the 
waste water treatment plant near San Luis, Arizona to the area 
along the Bypass Drain, extending approximately 1.5 miles 
from the international border northward, (4) establishment of a 
border infrastructure system to parallel the lights, and (5) re-
clear and maintain an approximately 164-acre area west of the 
Bypass Drain and an approximately 35-acre area east of the 
drain to create an enforcement zone between the San Luis 
POE and the Colorado River. 
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 The security lights originally sited north of the waste water 
treatment facility would be moved closer to the international 
border, parallel to the Bypass Drain. The enforcement zone 
along the Bypass Drain would include a border infrastructure 
system (including 1.5 miles of security style lighting, two all-
weather roads, a pedestrian fence and a maintenance road). 
Permanent security lights would be installed along the western 
toe of the west levee of the Bypass Drain.  An all-weather road 
surface would be applied to both the existing west and east 
levee road within the 1.5 mile corridor.  A Sandia style 
pedestrian fence would be built parallel to the east levee 
approximately 10-15 feet east of the levee toe.  An existing 
farm road would be used as a maintenance road, located 
along the eastern toe of the eastern levee.  Camera lanes 
consist of corridors created through the trimming and 
maintenance of brush and trees. Three camera lanes would be 
established to provide lanes for an existing Remote Video 
Surveillance camera to observe any potential IA activities 
within the security zone. 
 

ALTERNATIVES TO THE 
PROPOSED ACTION: 

Alternatives addressed in the Supplemental Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) include Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 
(which would include construction of all elements of the 
Proposed Action described by the 2004 Final EA) and 
Alternative 2: Proposed Action Alternative.  The No Action 
Alternative would not enhance the OBP’s ability to detect, 
deter, or apprehend IAs in the immediate vicinity of the 
international border or reduce the current enforcement footprint 
near the Colorado River. Of the alternatives considered, the 
Proposed Action Alternative would be the most efficient and 
strategically effective approach to control illegal traffic and 
terrorist activities, and to satisfy the stated purpose and need. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
OF THE PROPOSED ACTION: 

The Proposed Action Alternative would result in disturbance to 
a total of 199 acres (164 + 35 acres) within the security zone, 
which would be re-cleared and maintained. The three camera 
lanes would produce minimal impacts through brush 
maintenance and tree trimming.  The three camera lanes 
would vary in size, and would be approximately 80 feet wide by 
135, 150, and 220 feet long, respectively. Additionally, the 
security lights within the security zone would not create 
significant impacts to vegetation or wildlife. No significant 
impacts to protected species would occur as a result of the 
Proposed Action Alternative. No impacts to vegetation or 
wildlife habitat would occur due to the construction of the 
enforcement zone, since this area is currently disturbed and 
denuded of vegetation.  No wetlands or cultural resources sites 
would be adversely impacted by the proposed construction 
activities.  Additionally, no significant adverse impacts to air 
quality, land use, soils, or noise within the region is expected 
upon implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative.     
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CONCLUSIONS: Based upon the results of this SEA, it has been concluded that 
the Proposed Action Alternative would not have a significant 
adverse effect on the environment, and no additional NEPA 
documentation is warranted. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED 
 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This Supplemental Environmental Assessment (SEA) addresses new actions and updates 

alternatives addressed in the December 2004 Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 

Installation of Permanent Lighting and a Border Infrastructure System, Office of Border Patrol 

(OBP), Yuma Sector, Arizona (U.S. Customs and Border Protection [CBP] 2004).  The December 

2004 EA was also tiered from several past National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents, 

including the Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Immigration 

Naturalization Service (INS) and Joint Task Force Six (JTF-6) Activities along the United States 

(U.S.)-Mexico Border (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] 2001a).  The JTF-6 (now called 

the Joint Task Force North [JTF-N]) also prepared two Final EAs in 1998 and 1999, which 

addressed the potential impacts of extending the primary border fence approximately 3.3 miles to 

the east, beginning at the terminus of the existing primary border fence, and the installation of 

permanent security lights (JTF-6 1998 and JTF-6 1999).  

 

1.2 BACKGROUND AND HISTORY 
 
The background and history of the CBP, OBP, JTF-N, Yuma Sector and Yuma Station, and 

regulatory authority of the CBP were described in detail in the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 

2004) and are incorporated herein by reference.  JTF-N is a cooperating agency on this SEA. 

 

The Proposed Action of the December 2004 Final EA involved the construction of a border 

infrastructure system, which included the installation of permanent security lights, a secondary 

fence, all-weather patrol road, maintenance road, security fence and extension of the primary 

border fence.  The border infrastructure system would create a 150-foot enforcement zone north 

of the U.S.-Mexico border, except where the enforcement zone deviates to the north to avoid 

existing canals west of Friendship Park in San Luis, Arizona.  The Proposed Action was divided 

into three phases that encompassed approximately 13 miles.  Phases I and II included the 

installation of permanent security lights, all-weather patrol road, secondary fence, maintenance 

road and security fence near San Luis, Arizona.  Phase I also included the construction of 

approximately 1 mile of permanent lights north of the San Luis wastewater treatment plant.  

Phase II included extending the primary border fence approximately 3.5 miles east from its 
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current eastern-most terminus to Avenue C.  Phase III only included the installation of 

permanent security lights near the town of Gadsden, Arizona.  Each phase was expected to be 

constructed independently of the others as funding became available.  

 

Since the completion of the December 2004 Final EA and Finding of No Significant Impact 

(FONSI), 1.2 miles of the permanent lights within the enforcement zone in Phase I have been 

constructed.  The border infrastructure portion of Phase I, as well as portions of Phase II, was 

tentatively scheduled for construction from February through August 2006. Phase III would be 

completed upon completion of both Phase I and II.  It was also stated in the December 2004 

Final EA that, depending on the availability of resources, construction of other components 

could occur concurrently, with the last element to be constructed being the permanent security 

lighting near Gadsden, Arizona.  

 

After reviewing engineering plans submitted to JTF-N, it was determined that two minor 

deviations in the original alignment along the southern border would provide a more efficient 

and effective infrastructure system.  Consequently, JTF-N prepared a Record of Environmental 

Consideration (REC) for the purpose of realigning 2,150 feet (ft) of border infrastructure system 

(Appendix A).  As included in the REC, no additional impacts were incurred and, in fact, the 

permanent footprint of the border infrastructure system was reduced. In addition, immediately 

after the Final EA was released, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Yuma Field Office, in 

December 2004, cleared hazardous fuels vegetation in accordance with BLM’s Categorical 

Exclusion (CATEX) CX-AZ-320-2005-12 (Hazardous Fuels Reduction and Emergency Safety 

Hazard Removal) (Appendix B). 

 

This action cleared non-native vegetation within an area (164 acres) approximately 900 feet 

wide and extending north 1.5 miles from the international border between the Colorado River 

and the western Bypass Drain (also known as the Salinity Canal) levee, near San Luis.  In 

addition, an area of approximately 35 acres east of the Bypass Drain was also cleared as part of 

the action that occurred under the CATEX.  Therefore, the total acreage cleared was 199 acres 

(164 + 35 acres). The areas that were cleared contained dense vegetation consisting primarily 

of salt cedar (Tamarix ramosissima), which is a non-native and invasive species.  This area was 

a fire hazard and a health and public safety hazard due to the dense brush being a favorable 

hiding place for criminal activity, which is rapidly increasing in the vicinity. In December 2004, 

several instances occurred where law enforcement officers came under gunfire.  The BLM 
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determined that the proposed actions to clear the heavily vegetated area were in accordance 

with the BLM’s CATEX criteria and would not cause any significant adverse environmental 

effects.  Vegetative clearing is in accordance with the Yuma Field Office Resource Management 

Plan dated 1987, which states that exotic species would be discouraged in the planning area 

(Reichhardt 2006). 

 

This SEA is being developed to address the potential effects, beneficial and adverse, of installing 

three pre-manufactured bridges within the original enforcement zone along the southern border, 

creating three camera lanes by trimming limbs and brush maintenance, relocating the 1 mile of 

permanent security lights north of the San Luis wastewater treatment plant to the Bypass Drain, 

extending the enforcement zone and border infrastructure system 1.5 miles north along the 

Bypass Drain near the Colorado River, and selectively clearing and retreating the 199 acres (164 

+ 35 acres) cleared by the BLM between the Bypass Drain and the Colorado River and east of the 

Bypass Drain levees.  These changes are necessary to decrease the OBP operational footprint, 

improve the detection, deterrence, and apprehension of IAs and terrorists closer to the 

international border, and to increase the response time to these areas. Figure 1-1 is a map 

depicting the location of the infrastructure originally discussed in the December 2004 Final EA in 

juxtaposition to the actions proposed for this SEA.  

 

1.3 LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 

 
The general location of the proposed project was previously discussed in the December 2004 

Final EA (CBP 2004) and is incorporated herein by reference.   

 

1.4 PURPOSE AND NEED 
 

The purpose and need of this SEA is similar to that of the December 2004 Final EA, which is 

hereby incorporated by reference.  The purpose of the December 2004 project was to deter IAs 

and terrorist from attempting to cross the international border in the San Luis and Colorado 

River enforcement areas within the OBP Yuma Station’s Area of Operation (AO). The need for 

the December 2004 project was to enhance the effectiveness of the apprehension activities 

through the flexible deployment of resources and OBP agents; protect sensitive resources, 

public and private lands, and U.S. residents from IAs, illegal activities, and terrorists; enhance 

the safety, effectiveness, and efficient environment in which to accomplish the OBP mission; 
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and provide a level of deterrence through a certainty of detection and apprehension.  However, 

due to recent developments on BLM land, some of the proposed actions of the December 2004 

Final EA must be relocated and re-evaluated in this SEA. 

 

The U.S./Mexico border at San Luis and the Colorado River is a popular crossing point for IAs.  If 

IAs can breach the existing primary border fence, or cross the agricultural fields adjacent to the 

Colorado River undetected and reach the developed areas of San Luis, they can mix into the 

general population of the area.  OBP agents have come under attack by IAs throwing rocks and, 

at times, gunfire.  On several occasions, OBP agents have had to return gunfire in order to 

escape the attacks in the area between San Luis and the Colorado River.  Installation of an 

enhanced enforcement zone would minimize this dangerous situation for the OBP agents and IAs. 

Further, due to the poor lighting conditions in the project area, it is often difficult to discern if an IA 

is carrying a firearm or a non-lethal object, thus creating a safety concern for both the OBP agents 

and IAs. 

 

Apprehensions of IAs and drug seizures have increased over the past years in the Yuma 

Station’s AO (Figures 1-2 and 1-3).  The border infrastructure proposed for this project would 

act as a strategically important first line of defense.  The safety of OBP agents, Yuma County 

Sheriff’s Office deputies, IAs, and citizens of nearby San Luis would greatly improve with the 

implementation of this project.  

 

Figure 1-2.  Yuma Station AO’s Apprehensions for FY03-FY07 
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Figure 1-3.  Yuma Station AO’s Pounds of Drugs (Cocaine, Marijuana, Other Drugs & 
Barbiturates) Seized for FY03-FY07 
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The purpose of the Proposed Action Alternative is to assist OBP agents in the detection and 

deterrence of illegal traffic, thus, further facilitating the OBP’s mandate to gain, maintain and 

extend control of the U.S.-Mexico border.  The need for the Proposed Action Alternative is as 

follows: 

 

• Decrease the current OBP enforcement footprint; 

• Detect, deter, and apprehend IAs as close to the international border as practicable; 

• Enhance the safety of OBP agents, BLM, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), 

and other law enforcement agency personnel, as well as the general public. 

 

The strategic placement of infrastructure (e.g., roads, fences, and permanent security lights) 

and deployment of resources (i.e., vehicles, field agents, and support personnel) as presented 

in the Proposed Action Alternative is essential for the safety of the OBP agents and the effective 

implementation of the border strategy.  They are also integral to the success of the OBP’s 

mandate to gain, maintain, and extend control of the border. 
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1.5 APPLICABLE ENVIRONMENTAL STATUTES AND REGULATIONS 
 
The applicable environmental statutes and regulations for this SEA are similar to those of the 

December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) and are hereby incorporated by reference.  In addition, this 

SEA is in accordance with the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) Management Directive 

5100.1, which is the Environmental Planning Program Directive that outlines the CBP’s 

procedures for the implementation of NEPA.   

 

1.6 REPORT ORGANIZATION 
 

This report is organized into nine major sections including this introduction.  Section 2.0 describes 

all alternatives considered for the project.  Section 3.0 discusses the environmental features 

potentially affected by the project, while Section 4.0 discusses the environmental consequences 

for each of the viable alternatives.  Environmental design measures are discussed in Section 5.0, 

and public comments and the Notice of Availability (NOA) are presented in Section 6.0.  Sections 

7.0, 8.0, and 9.0 present a list of the references cited in the document, a list of acronyms and 

abbreviations, and a list of the persons involved in the preparation of this document. 

 

Appendix A is a copy of the REC prepared and completed by JTF-N.  Appendix B includes the 

BLM CATEX for Hazardous Fuels Reduction and Emergency Safety, as well as the Cultural 

Resource Compliance Documentation Record.  Appendix C includes the Material Safety Data 

Sheets (MSDS) for chemicals used for soil stabilization.  Appendix D is the lists of Federal and 

state protected species potentially affected by this project.  Appendix E is the documentation of 

BLM’s consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding the Hazardous 

Fuels Reduction project and its impacts to the southwestern willow flycatcher. Additionally, the 

BLM’s Biological Evaluation from BLM herbicide EA and Approved Pesticide Use Proposal for 

herbicide treatment of the “security zone” is also found in this appendix. Appendix F contains 

correspondence that was generated during the preparation of this SEA. Appendix G includes the 

comments received during the public review process and OBP’s corresponding responses. 
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES 
 

Two alternatives were identified and considered during the planning stages of the proposed 

project:  No Action Alternative; and Proposed Action Alternative.  The following paragraphs 

describe the alternatives considered. 

 

2.1 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, the OBP would continue the construction of the enforcement 

zone as originally proposed in the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004).  However, without the 

installation of the infrastructure components discussed in the Proposed Action Alternative of this 

SEA, the OBP agents would be restricted by the limitations of the planned infrastructure and, 

consequently, apprehension of IAs would not be as close to the border as possible. Additionally, 

without the re-clearing and maintenance of lands adjacent to the Colorado River, the risk 

associated with patrolling the area would be considered severely dangerous, as the vegetation 

would allow for concealment of IAs and smugglers.   

 

The No Action Alternative has been carried forward for analysis, as required by the Council on 

Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations.  The No Action Alternative does not decrease the 

current OBP enforcement footprint, and incrementally enhances the detection, deterrence and 

apprehension of IAs, as well as the safety of OBP agents and the general public. Therefore, 

because of the lack of additional infrastructure along the Colorado River, the No Action Alternative 

would not be as effective as the Proposed Action Alternative discussed in this SEA.  

 

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
The Proposed Action Alternative consists of five components: 

1. Installation of three pre-manufactured bridges (one east of the San Luis Port of Entry 
(POE), crossing the 242 Well Field Canal and two west of the POE, at the Sanchez Canal 
and Canal 242), which includes the removal and replacement of two foot-bridges with the 
two pre-manufactured bridges at the Sanchez Canal and Canal 242.  

2. Creation of three camera lanes through brush maintenance and tree trimming.  

3. Relocation of the permanent security lighting originally planned for the area north of the 
waste water treatment plant near San Luis, Arizona to the area along the Bypass Drain, 
extending approximately 1.5 miles from the international border northward  

4. Establishment of a border infrastructure system to parallel the lights and Bypass Drain. 
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5. Re-clearing and maintenance of an approximately 164-acre area west of the Bypass Drain 
and an approximately 35-acre area east of the Bypass Drain. These areas are known as 
the “security zone”, and will be referred to as such hereafter in this SEA (Geary 2005).  
The various components that comprise the proposed action are discussed in the following 
subsections. 

 

2.2.1 Pre-Manufactured Bridges 
The first modification to the original project is the 

addition of pre-manufactured bridges across three 

canals within the enforcement zone near the San 

Luis POE (Figure 2-1). These pre-manufactured 

bridges would be made of concrete, and would be 

placed on pillars on the levees near the canals.  The 

two footbridges that currently cross the Sanchez 

Canal and Canal 242 would be removed.  These 

footbridges would no longer be needed, as the pre-

manufactured bridges would act as pedestrian and 

vehicle bridges.  These vehicle bridges would reduce 

OBP response times and provide for a safer work environment for the OBP agents.    

 
2.2.2 Relocated Infrastructure 
The proposed security lighting originally sited north of the San Luis wastewater treatment plant 

would be relocated and expanded to parallel the Bypass Drain from the U.S./Mexico border north 

for 1.5 miles (see Figure 2-1).  Permanent security lights would be installed along the western toe 

of the west levee of the Bypass Drain.  The lights would enhance OBP safety within the security 

zone cleared by the BLM, and offer the OBP a tactically improved location that is closer to the 

border and provides a more clear line of vision.   Arizona Public Service (APS) would provide 

power to both the lights and other border infrastructure system components (e.g., electrical gates). 

 

2.2.3 Border Infrastructure System 
A border infrastructure system would be established to create an enforcement zone parallel to the 

Bypass Drain.  The infrastructure system would include pedestrian fencing and road 

improvements to the levee roads and an adjacent farm road.  Electrical gates would be installed to 

access the enforcement zone at several locations.  These gates would be powered by the same 

power supply used to power the security lights.   

 

Photograph 2-1.  Footbridge to be 
replaced by Pre-Manufactured 

Bridge 



Date: January 2007
Figure 2-1: Yuma SEA Project Area
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Road improvements (i.e., application of an all-weather road surface) would be made to both the 

west and east levee roads within the 1.5-mile corridor.  A Sandia style pedestrian fence would be 

built along the eastern limits of Reclamation’s right of way (ROW), which is approximately 10-15 

feet east of the toe of the east levee.  An existing farm road would act as the maintenance road for 

the fence (Figure 2-2).  All elements of the border infrastructure system are discussed in detail 

below. 

 
2.2.3.1 Permanent Security Lights 

Permanent security lights are proposed to provide a light 

source along the 1.5-mile corridor along the Bypass Drain.  

Approximately 27 permanent security lights would be placed 

approximately 300 feet apart and at a height of 50 to 80 feet 

(Photograph 2-2), with the angle of illumination facing 

downward and westward.  The light poles would be 

anchored in concrete footings.  Electricity would be supplied 

via subsurface conduit connecting to the existing power grid.  

Electricity for the permanent security lights would be 

provided by APS.  APS would be responsible for designing 

and installing the required electrical infrastructure.  Any 

additional utility ROW on Federal lands required to extend 

power to the project area would be the responsibility of APS 

(CBP 2004). 

 

The overall ground disturbance during installation would be approximately 41 square feet per light 

pole.  The security lights would consist of a bank of metal halide bulbs.  The security lights would 

be designed to provide no more than 5 foot-candles of illumination at a distance 900 feet west 

(extent of clearing) of the Bypass Drain.  The lights would be operated continuously from dusk 

until dawn, and would illuminate the area cleared by the BLM.  Shields would be placed on the 

tops and backs of the lighting structures in an effort to control the direction of illumination and to 

maximize the utility of the security lights. Additionally, the lights would be oriented in a manner to 

not shine above a horizontal plane at the light level. Table 2-1 presents typical illumination levels 

in foot-candles for various meteorological and man-made sources of light. 

Photograph 2-2.  Permanent 
Security Lighting  
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Table 2-1.  Typical illumination levels (foot-candles) 

Meteorological/Man-made Foot-candles 
Direct sunlight 10,000 
Hospital operating room 1,800 
Municipal sporting activities 20 to 50 
Tool and die shop 40 
Typical office 30 
Bank lobby 20 
Car dealership parking lot 5 
Retail parking lot 2.5 
Roadway lighting 1.5 
Full Moon 0.01 

 Source: International Dark-Sky Association 2005 

 

2.2.3.2 Pedestrian Fence 

Pedestrian fencing has proved invaluable in denying quick access to concealment and escape for 

IAs inside the U.S.  It performs a dual role in border security by acting as a visual deterrent and a 

formidable physical barrier, impeding IAs and increasing the window of time OBP agents have to 

respond.  With no border infrastructure established along the international border at the Colorado 

River, there is little to serve as a deterrence to IAs. 

 

The standard design for the pedestrian fencing 

consists of vertical secura metal mesh panels 

attached to 16-foot steel poles (Photograph 2-3).  

Secura mesh is a 16-gauge, expanded metal that 

provides visibility through the fence (except at extreme 

oblique angles), yet is small enough to prohibit saws, 

files and other type cutting equipment from being 

inserted into the holes.  The poles would be anchored 

to a 12-inch wide by 4-foot deep concrete footing that 

runs the length of the proposed fence.  The fence panels are secured to the fence posts using 

steel plates and flat-head bolts.  The head of the bolts are on the west side of the secondary fence 

to prevent vandalism of the bolt threads/nuts.  

 

As part of the pedestrian fence construction, a series of gates would be provided within the fence. 

The OBP agents would use the gates to enter and exit the corridor from the maintenance road.  

The gates would be used as access points along the entire length of the fence, and would consist 

Photograph 2-3. Sandia Style Fence 
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of 10-foot wide vehicle swing-gates or overhead rolling vehicle gates (15 feet wide or 22 feet 

wide).   

 

2.2.3.3 Maintenance Road 

An existing 12-foot wide farm road which parallels the east levee of the Bypass Drain would be 

used as a maintenance road. The maintenance road would extend the entire length of the 

pedestrian fence (see Figure 2-2).  The maintenance road would be maintained by grading the 

surface of the soil, thereby creating a clear, relatively smooth, level surface on which to drive 

maintenance vehicles. 

 

This maintenance road would enable the OBP to perform necessary maintenance activities to the 

secondary fence when needed.  Additionally, the maintenance road would serve as an emergency 

route for OBP or other law enforcement agencies, if necessary, and would be utilized only on an 

as-needed basis. 

 

2.2.3.4 Road Improvements 

The existing levee roads along the Bypass Drain are comprised of a gravel surface and are 

approximately 20 feet wide.  These levee roads would be surfaced with an aggregate and treated 

with a soil stabilizer such as PennzSuppress, Road Oyl, or similar materials.  These types of road 

surfacing materials are approved by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and are 

non-toxic to fish and wildlife.  Copies of the MSDS for PennzSuppress and Road Oyl are included 

in Appendix C.  

 

The existing levee roads are currently graded periodically by the Reclamation for maintenance 

purposes.  Surfacing is required to reduce maintenance costs and to improve driving conditions 

during inclement weather.  Surfacing would also reduce fugitive dust created by OBP and public 

vehicles while traveling on unimproved roads.  The incorporation of an all-weather surface would 

eliminate or reduce ruts and potholes that create unsafe driving conditions.  Thus, the all-weather 

surface would allow the OBP agents to safely travel at efficient speeds (i.e., 35 miles per hour), 

and enhance their response to illegal entries or other emergency situations.  Upon completion of 

the road improvements, only a top shot (i.e., small quantity applied to the surface) of the soil 

stabilizer would be required at a rate anticipated not to exceed more than once per year for 

maintenance purposes to ensure the longevity of the roadways.  This activity would not require 
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any ground disturbance, and careful application of the stabilizer would ensure that no material is 

spread outside of the existing roadbed.   

 

2.2.4 Security Zone 
An approximately 900-foot wide by 1.5-mile long area (164 acres) west of the western levee of the 

Bypass Drain and an area (approximately 35 acres) east of the Bypass Drain, which have been  

previously  cleared  of  non-native vegetation, would  be re-cleared and maintained (see Figure 2-

1).  These areas were cleared in an effort to enhance safety and reduce hazardous fuels within 

the area.  As per stipulations of the BLM CATEX, native species such as cottonwoods, willows, 

and mesquite were not cleared.  This project will follow the guidelines used in the BLM CATEX 

and would re-clear non-native species, primarily salt cedar and arundo cane (Arundo donax).  The 

OBP intends to mechanically remove the non-native vegetation and follow up with the spraying of 

a BLM listed, EPA approved, herbicide such as HabitatTM or Pathfinder, under an approved 

Pesticide Use Proposal in an effort to control the vegetation.  Copies of the MSDS for HabitatTM 

and Pathfinder are included in Appendix C.  In order to keep the area clear of non-native 

vegetation, or to keep vegetation no taller than 3 feet, the OBP would spray HabitatTM no more 

than twice per year.  The security zone would be maintained by mechanically or manually 

applying HabitatTM or Pathfinder on emerging non-native vegetation.  Native species such as seep 

willow (Baccharis salicifolia) creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), and white bursage (Ambrosia 

dimosa) would be avoided to the greatest extent practicable. All native woody vegetation that is 

naturally recruited would be retained.  

 

The mechanical clearing would be performed using a Hydro-axe or similar equipment.  Hydro-axe, 

also known as a Hydro-mower, is an articulated tractor with a mower–mulcher mounted on the 

front of the machine. The Hydro-axe has rubber flotation-type tires that cause little disturbance to 

the surface of the ground. At a width of 8 to 9 feet, the mower–mulcher clips and mulches plant 

debris from 4 to 10 inches above the ground. The machine can move around trees to treat 

selected areas. The Hydro-axe allows the operator to precisely clear or treat areas.  The Hydro-

axe leaves the mulched trees and brush on the ground which helps retard erosion. The mulch 

also creates a protective vegetal layer for the rubber tire tractor to travel over, thus reducing 

surface disturbance. Additionally, no stumps would be removed as part of the alternative, which 

would leave a network of roots to help stabilize the soils. 
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Additionally, the OBP intends to trim vegetation within three camera lanes near the east bank of 

the Colorado River riparian area in an effort to allow a Remote Video Surveillance (RVS) camera 

already in place to gain a better line of sight into the security zone.  The three lanes would be 80 

feet wide and range from 135 feet to 220 feet long.  The vegetation within these lanes consists of 

willow (Salix gooddingii), salt cedar and arrow weed (Pluchea sericea).  The salt cedar and arrow 

weed would be cut to a height of 1 foot and would be maintained at this height.  No topping of 

willows would occur, only lateral branches would be trimmed, and no more than two-thirds of the 

trees’ length would be trimmed from the ground upwards.   Additionally, no cottonwoods (Populus 

fremontii) would be trimmed within these lanes. The willows would be trimmed manually using 

saws and limb trimmers, while the salt cedar and arrow weed would be cut via Hydro-axe or 

similar machine.   

 

2.3 ALTERNATIVE CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED 
 

One other alternative was considered but eliminated during the process of developing this SEA.  

This alternative consisted of only installing the border infrastructure system along the Bypass 

Drain.  The re-clearing and maintenance of the security zone and relocation of the permanent 

security lights north of the waste water treatment plant would not occur under this alternative.  The 

border infrastructure system would consist of the same design specifications as those mentioned 

in the Proposed Action Alternative. In addition, all road improvements and maintenance would be 

performed in the same manner as the Proposed Action Alternative. This alternative was 

eliminated from further consideration because, without the re-clearing and maintenance of the 

security zone, the risk associated with patrolling the enforcement zone would be considered 

severely dangerous as the vegetation would allow for concealment of IAs near the enforcement 

zone.  

 

2.4 CONSTRUCTION PERSONNEL AND EQUIPMENT 
 
OBP maintenance staff, JTF-N units, National Guard units or private contractors would 

complete the proposed construction and installation of the infrastructure components, which 

includes the permanent security lights.  Equipment staging would be located within previously 

disturbed areas to minimize potential effects to the environment.  The equipment anticipated to 

be used during the construction includes a road grader, Hydro-axe, backhoe, trencher, auger, 

crane, bulldozer, front-end loader, flatbed truck, water truck and roller/compactor.  
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2.5 SUMMARY 
 
The two viable alternatives carried forward for analysis are the No Action Alternative and 

Proposed Action Alternative.  An alternative matrix (Table 2-2) shows how each of the two 

alternatives carried forward for analysis and the one alternative eliminated satisfies or does not 

satisfy the purpose and need.  Table 2-3 presents a summary matrix of the impacts from the two 

alternatives analyzed and how they affect the environmental resources in the Region of Influence 

(ROI). 

 

Table 2-2.  Relationship between Purpose and Need and Project 

Requirements 
Alternative 1: 

No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 2: 
Proposed 

Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 3:  
Enforcement 

Zone Only 
Alternative 

Decrease the current OBP enforcement footprint NO YES PARTIALLY 
Detect, deter, and apprehend IAs as close to the 
international border as possible PARTIALLY YES PARTIALLY 

Enhance the safety of OBP agents as well as 
the general public PARTIALLY YES NO 
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL FEATURES 
 

In accordance with CEQ regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] § 1502.15), this 

chapter of the SEA describes the baseline environment of the area(s) that would be affected by 

the viable alternatives under consideration.  Data and analyses are commensurate with the 

importance of the impact, with less important material summarized, consolidated, or simply 

referenced.   For those resources that have not changed, or where updates were not required, 

the discussions presented in the December 2004 Final EA are incorporated by reference (CBP 

2004).  Each of these resources is identified as such. 

 

Resources such as geology, communications, climate, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, 

Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers would not be impacted by this project for the same 

reasons outlined in the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004): 

 
• Geology:  The construction activities proposed for this project do not include practices 

that would alter the geology of the area.  These activities would result in negligible and 
localized effects to geological features, primarily due to light and fence footers. 

• Communications:  The project would not affect communications systems in the area. 

• Climate:  The project would not affect nor be affected by the climate. 

• Areas of Critical Environmental Concern:  No Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
are located within the proposed project area. 

• Wilderness:  There are no areas in the project area designated as Wilderness; 
therefore, the proposed project would not affect designated Wilderness Areas. 

• Wild and Scenic Rivers:  The proposed project would not affect any designated Wild 
and Scenic Rivers because no rivers designated as such are located within the project 
area. 

 

Therefore, the above listed resources will not be included for evaluation in this SEA.   

 

3.1 LAND USE 
 
This section was discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and is incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  Land use immediately adjacent to the project area is irrigated agriculture, 

bare ground, water control structures and planned border security infrastructure.   

 

The Arizona Standards for Rangeland Health and Guidelines for Grazing Administration were 

approved in April 1997.  The standards apply to all lands managed by the BLM.  A majority of the 
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lands managed by the BLM within the project area are previously disturbed and committed to 

other activities.  The lands in this area are in compliance with the Arizona Standards for 

Rangeland Health. 

 

3.2 SOILS AND PRIME FARMLAND 
 
Soils found within the original enforcement zone footprint were previously discussed and mapped 

in the December 2004 Final EA and are hereby incorporated by reference (CBP 2004).  According 

to the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA), Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), 

there are four soil types identified in the project area along the Bypass Drain.  The four soil types 

are Holtville clay, Gadsden clay, Glenbar silty clay loam and Indio-Ripley-Lagunita (USDA 1980).  

Each of these soils are considered prime farmlands although, Holtville clay requires irrigation to 

be considered prime farmland soils (California Department of Conservation 1995). 

 

3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 

3.3.1 Vegetation Communities 
Vegetation communities as well as non-

native and invasive species were 

discussed in the December 2004 Final 

EA and are incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  The flora of the 

project area is limited due to the 

disturbed conditions near the proposed 

construction sites.  Agricultural fields 

cover most of the adjacent area to the 

east of the Bypass Drain.  As mentioned 

previously, the vegetation in the security 

zone was removed by the BLM in December 2004.  This area contained dense vegetation 

consisting primarily (approximately 98 percent) of salt cedar, which is a non-native and invasive 

species.  Since December of 2004, the salt cedar has regenerated, and the security zone is now 

approximately 30 to 35 percent covered with salt cedar (Photograph 3-1).  Native vegetation does 

exist within the security zone; however, these species are sparse and scattered.  The native 

vegetation observed includes cottonwood, willow and mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa); however, 

Photograph 3-1.  Security Zone 
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these species are primarily located along the eastern side of the security zone in limited numbers 

of small clusters.  The Bypass Drain levees are devoid of any vegetation.  The vegetation located 

within the proposed camera lanes consists of arrow-weed, salt cedar and willow.  The willows 

were located immediately adjacent to the eastern bank of the river.    

 

3.3.2 Wildlife 
This section was discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and is incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  During the biological surveys conducted February 19-20, 2004 for the 

original EA, blacktail jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), Anna’s hummingbird (Calypte anna), turkey 

vulture (Cathartes aura), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus), and killdeer (Charadrius 

vociferous) were observed.  Small animal tracks and burrows were observed, and indicated the 

presence of rodent species and desert dwelling lizards in the proposed project area.   

 

3.4 UNIQUE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 
 

This section was discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and is incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  The Yuma Desert Management Area and the Cocopah Indian 

Reservation occur to the east and north of the project area respectively.  The riparian area along 

the Colorado River is considered to be a unique and sensitive area in the region. This riparian 

area has also been designated by the BLM as priority wildlife habitat for its riparian values, which 

creates additional value to the areas unique and sensitive nature.  

 

3.5 PROTECTED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITATS 

 
3.5.1 Federal 
This section was discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and is incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  Two Federally protected species, southwestern willow flycatcher 

(Empidonaz trailli extimus) and Yuma clapper rail (Rallus longirostris yumasensis) have the 

potential to occur along the Colorado River near the project area.  A complete list of Federally 

protected species for Yuma County is included in Appendix D.   

 

The project area is within the Lower Colorado Recovery Unit for the southwestern willow 

flycatcher.  There are no known flycatcher nesting sites within the riparian area located adjacent 

to the project area.  A portion of the Yuma clapper rail’s historic range is along the Lower 
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Colorado River.  The potential habitat for Yuma clapper rail and the southwestern willow flycatcher 

in or near the proposed project area is degraded due to the diversion of water from the Colorado 

River into concrete canals for agricultural and water supply. 

 

3.5.2 State 
This section was discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and is incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  Arizona Game and Fish Department, Natural Heritage Department’s list 

of wildlife of special concern and the Arizona Department of Agriculture’s list of protected plants 

for the project area are discussed in Appendix D. 

 

3.5.3 Critical Habitat 
There is no designated critical habitat in or near the project area. 

 

3.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
This section was discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and is incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  The security zone lies within floodplain and alluvial deposits of the 

Colorado River. This area has been an active depositional area of the river and the soils are 

characterized as fine granitic alluvium.  The surrounding areas have had survey work completed 

as evidenced by reports in the latest survey “Cultural Resources Survey Secondary Fence 

Alignment along Salinity Canal, Office of Border Patrol, Yuma Sector, Yuma, Arizona” (Dosh 

2006).  Therefore, through previous record searches and their results it has been determined that 

there is no potential for the occurrence of cultural materials that will be affected by the proposed 

project.  

 

Furthermore, the probability of cultural resources being intact along the Bypass Drain levee is low.  

The BLM, OBP, Reclamation and local farmers use the levee roads on a daily basis as well as the 

adjacent farm road located east of the Bypass Drain.  These roads are graded periodically for 

maintenance purposes, thus, further reducing the likelihood of this project impacting any cultural 

site.  In fact, the Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has concurred with the finding 

of no adverse impacts to historic properties (Appendix F).  

 

All appropriate Native American Tribes have been coordinated with, and a copy of the 

coordination letters is included in Appendix F.  Additionally, the tribes have all received copies of 



SEA - Yuma Sector Border Infrastructure System 3-5 Final 

the Draft SEA and have provided no comments. Native American religious concerns are not 

discussed in this document because no concerns have been identified by the Tribes.       

 

3.7 AIR QUALITY  
 
Air quality was discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and is incorporated herein by reference 

(CBP 2004).  However, since the completion of the December 2004 Final EA, the EPA introduced 

an interim policy for general conformity in PM-2.5 non-attainment and maintenance areas for use 

during the public comment period (April 5, 2006 through June 5, 2006).  During this time, the EPA 

believes that it is appropriate for Federal agencies to use the particulate matter less than 10 

microns (PM-10) level of 100 tons per year as a surrogate for PM-2.5 de minimis levels in general 

conformity applicability analysis.  Under this guidance, if an actions direct or indirect emissions of 

PM-2.5 are exceeded, then a general conformity determination would be required (EPA 2006a). 

 

Additionally, the USEPA issued a Final Ruling (40 CFR part 52 and 81; see Federal Register on 

March 16, 2006) designating Yuma, Arizona as being in attainment for PM-10. 

 

3.8 WATER RESOURCES 

 
3.8.1 Surface Water Resources 
This section was discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and is incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  The project area is completely within the Lower Colorado watershed.  

Water quality in the Lower Colorado River is classified as Category 2, which means that at least 

one of the designated uses of the river has been determined as in attainment and others are 

assessed as inconclusive or threatened (ADEQ 2003).  Overall, the watershed is classified as a 

Category 1 watershed (EPA 2004).  Category 1 designation is assigned when all designated uses 

are considered to be in attainment. 

 

3.8.2 Groundwater Resources 
The discussion of groundwater resources is incorporated by reference from the December 2004 

Final EA (CBP 2004).  The discussion included a description of the Yuma Groundwater Basin and 

a brief description of the components of the water bearing strata.  Water quality in the Yuma 

Groundwater Basin generally supports drinking water uses.  In 1995, 171,326 acre-feet of water 

was withdrawn from the Yuma Basin (U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] 2005).  The recharge rate 

for the basin is approximately 210,000 acre-feet per year (Sikel 2005a).  Consequently, the Yuma 
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basin has an excessive supply of water due to the large annual recharge rate attributed to 

agricultural run-off. 

 

3.8.3 Waters of the U.S./Wetlands 
This section was discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and is incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  The only Waters of the U.S. (WUS) in the project area is the Colorado 

River.  In the original Final EA it was stated that the riparian area adjacent to the river was a 

potential jurisdictional wetland.  Although wetlands do exist within the riparian area, not all of the 

riparian area can be considered jurisdictional wetlands. According to BLM CATEX CX-AZ-320-

2005-12 (Hazardous Fuels Reduction and Emergency Safety Hazard Removal) no wetlands were 

disturbed as a result of the removal of vegetation within the riparian area.  During biological 

surveys conducted for the December 2004 EA, many non-tidal drainage and irrigation ditches 

were observed.  These ditches usually have concrete bottoms and sides, and metal gates to 

control the amount of water flow.  Non-tidal drainage and irrigation ditches excavated on dry land 

are usually not under the jurisdiction of the USACE or EPA.  

 

Executive Order (E.O.) 11988 (Flood Plain Management) (43 FR 6030) was signed by the 

President on May 24, 1977 to “avoid to the extent possible the long and short term adverse 

impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct or 

indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative.  E.O. 

11988 directs all Federal agencies to reduce the risk of flood loss; minimize the impact of floods 

on human safety, health and welfare; and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values 

served by floodplains…” (USFWS 2002a). 

 

According to Panel 0400990975C of the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 

floodplain map, the 100-year flood zone is delineated by the road that runs on top of the western 

Bypass Drain levee.  All lands between the river and the levee are within the 100-year floodplain.  

Of the proposed infrastructure, only the security lights, which would be constructed on the western 

toe of the levee, would be in the floodplain.  

 

3.9 SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
Socioeconomic resources were discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and are incorporated 

herein by reference (CBP 2004).  The 2003 population of Yuma County was 171,134, which 
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ranked 6th in the state of Arizona (U.S. Census Bureau 2004a).  This is an increase of 6.9 

percent over the 2000 census population of 160,026 (U.S. Census Bureau 2005). The 2004 

average annual unemployment rate for Yuma County was 15.5 percent. The 2004 annual 

average unemployment rate for the state of Arizona was 5.0 percent (Arizona Workforce 

Informer 2005). The estimated number of people of all ages living in poverty for Yuma County 

was 32,564 in 2002 (U.S. Census Bureau 2004b). 

 

3.9.1 Environmental Justice and Protection of Children 
Environmental Justice and Protection of Children issues were discussed in the December 2004 

Final EA and are incorporated herein by reference (CBP 2004).  Low-income and minority 

populations are prevalent in Yuma County. However, only the pre-manufactured bridges portion of 

the proposed project is located in the vicinity of any populated areas. 

 

3.10 NOISE 
 
This section was discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and is incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  Noise levels surrounding the proposed project location are variable 

depending on the time of day and climatic conditions.  However, generally speaking, noise levels 

are higher near the San Luis POE than by the Bypass Drain due to industry traffic and commercial 

activities in and around the POE.  

 

3.11 AESTHETICS 
 

Aesthetics were discussed in the December 2004 Final EA and are incorporated herein by 

reference (CBP 2004).  Two populated areas occur within the project area: San Luis, Arizona and 

the City of San Luis, Mexico.  The remaining sections of the project area are located either in 

agricultural areas or remote sections of the Yuma Desert along the international border.  Aesthetic 

values are currently limited within the project area due to a disturbed landscape from agricultural 

and urban development.  Additionally, lighting that illuminates both cities immediately adjacent to 

the project area could further detract from any perceived aesthetic value of the project area.   
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3.12 LIGHT POLLUTION 
 

Light pollution is a major obstacle for scientists and observers attempting to learn more about 

the physics of stars, galaxies, and plasmas. Light pollution occurs when too much artificial 

illumination enters the night sky and reflects off of airborne water droplets and dust particles 

causing a condition known as sky glow.  In general, light pollution does not come from light that 

goes directly into the equipment used by these scientist or observers; rather, it is often 

associated with the stray light that goes upward.  Stray light that travels upward eventually is 

reflected off of dust particles or other molecules in the atmosphere, which in turn moves 

downward and into the equipment (telescopes) used for astrological studies hindering the efforts 

of scientists and observers. 

 

Light pollution has become a growing concern within the Yuma area due to the increased 

urbanization of Yuma, Mexicali, Phoenix, and surrounding inhabited areas.  However, through the 

use of building codes and street light controls these resources have received some protection 

from light pollution.   According to the Southern California Light Pollution Map (Figure 3-1), the 

project area is located in the red zone, which represents areas that have less than 100 stars 

visible over 30 degree elevation (Sipe 2002) (Table 3-1).  The other zones found on Figure 3-1 

are described in regard to their level of impact on light pollution in Table 3-1. 

 
Figure 3-1.  Southern California Light Pollution Map 
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Table 3-1.  Southern California Light Pollution Map Legend 

Zone Color Description 

1 Black Trace artificial Light Pollution (LP) 

2 Blue 
Artificial LP is 10 percent over natural sky brightness (“light polluted sky”). Long 
exposure astrophotos might show some light pollution gradient, but visual observing is 
relatively unimpaired. 

3 Green Artificial LP is 50 percent over natural sky brightness. Modest impact on deep sky 
observing and imaging. Milky Way shows structure. 

4 Yellow Artificial LP is equal to natural sky brightness (total sky brightness is doubled). Serious 
impact to deep sky observing and imaging. Milky Way visible but not crisp. 

5 Orange Milky Way not visible. 
6 Red Less than 100 stars visible over 30 degrees elevation. 
7 White Hopeless? 

Source:  Sipe 2002 
 

3.13 HAZARDOUS AND SOLID WASTE 

 
The EPA’s mission is to protect humans and the environment, and work to develop and enforce 

regulations that implement environmental laws enacted by Congress (from such legislation as the 

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 and the Comprehensive Environmental 

Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980).  The EPA maintains a list of hazardous 

waste sites, particularly waste storage/treatment facilities or former industrial manufacturing sites 

in the U.S. The chemical contaminants released into the environment (air, soil or groundwater) 

from hazardous waste sites may include heavy metals, organic compounds, including solvents, 

and other chemicals.  The potential adverse human health impact of hazardous waste sites is a 

considerable source of concern to the general public as well as government agencies and health 

professionals.   

 

The EPA databases, Environmental and Compliance History Online and Envirofacts Data 

Warehouse, were reviewed for the locations of hazardous waste sites within or near the 

proposed project corridor (EPA 2006b and 2006c). According to both of these databases, no 

hazardous waste sites are located near or within the project corridor. 

 

Solid waste within the project corridor is limited and attributed to illegal foot traffic within the 

security zone. As the IAs enter the U.S., water bottles, plastic bags and other debris are often 

discarded with no regard to the local landscape.   
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 

In accordance with CEQ regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] § 1502.16), this 

section of the SEA addresses potential impacts to the affected environment within the project area 

for the two alternatives outlined in Section 2 of this document.  An impact (consequence or effect) 

is defined as a modification to the human or natural environment that would result from the 

implementation of an action.  The impacts can be either beneficial or adverse, and can be either 

directly related to the action or indirectly caused by the action.  The effects can be temporary, 

short-term, long-term or permanent.  For purposes of this SEA, temporary effects are defined as 

those that would occur during construction or immediately after construction; short-term impacts 

would last less than three years after completion of the action.  Long-term impacts are defined as 

those that would last three to 10 years.  Permanent impacts would indicate an irretrievable loss or 

alteration of resources. 

 

Impacts can vary in degree or magnitude from a slightly noticeable change to a total change in the 

environment.  The significance of the impacts presented in this SEA is based upon existing 

regulatory standards, scientific and environmental knowledge and best professional opinions.  

Significant impacts are those effects that would result in substantial changes to the environment 

(as defined by 40 CFR 1500-08) and should receive the greatest attention in the decision making 

process.   

 

The following discussions describe and, where possible, quantify the potential effects of each 

alternative on the resources within or near the project area.  An existing 12-foot wide farm road 

would be used as a maintenance road for the proposed infrastructure.  Each bridge is expected to 

require about 400 square feet of ground disturbance for the bridge abutment.  All impacts 

described below are considered to be adverse unless stated otherwise.  Table 4-1 provides a 

summary of impacts (in acres) for each project component. 
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Table 4-1.  Summary of Impacts (Acres) of Project Components by Alternative 

Project Components No Action 
Alternative 

Proposed Action 
Alternative 

Bridges NA 0.03 
Road Improvements 33 7.3 
Permanent Security Lighting (41 
square feet per pole) 0.7 0.02 

Enforcement Zone* 130 2.5 

Security Zone** NA 199 
Total Area Disturbed (Acres) 163 209 

*Enforcement Zone = Maintenance Road and Pedestrian Fence. 
**Security Zone = Cleared area, which includes 164 acres west of Bypass Drain and 35 acres east of the 

Bypass Drain.   
Note: Approximately one acre of vegetation maintenance would occur within the camera lanes in addition 

to the impacts mentioned in Table 4-1. 
NA – Not Applicable: not proposed in December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004). 
Source:  GSRC 2005 

 

4.1 LAND USE 

 
4.1.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 
The impacts to land use as a result of the implementation of the No Action Alternative were 

discussed in Section 4.1.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the Proposed Action 

Alternative and are incorporated herein by reference.  The No Action Alternative would result in 

76 acres of land being permanently converted from its current land use, that is classified as 

being undeveloped (bare ground and agricultural land), conservation or recreation, to 

enforcement zone for the purpose of construction of the OBP’s border infrastructure system.  

Additionally, the 199 acres cleared by BLM within the security zone would be allowed to 

naturally revegetate under this alternative.   

 

4.1.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
Under the implementation of this alternative, 209 acres of land that is currently classified as 

disturbed areas and riparian areas would be permanently converted from its current land use to 

enforcement and security zones.  These direct impacts would be localized and are considered 

minor due to the abundance of similar land use surrounding the project area.   

 

Indirect impacts could occur outside of the project area as IAs attempt to circumvent the proposed 

infrastructure.  However, these impacts cannot be quantified at this time because IA patterns and 

migration routes are completely out of the OBP’s control.  Indirect beneficial impacts are expected 
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as a result of anticipated decreased illegal traffic within and east of the project area.  By reducing 

illegal traffic within and adjacent to the project area, damage to agricultural land and riparian areas 

would also be reduced or possibly eliminated. In addition, private land, as well as the OBP agents 

and other law enforcement personnel that patrol the area, would be afforded greater protection 

from the IAs, smugglers and terrorists by the Proposed Action Alternative. 

 

4.2 SOILS AND PRIME FARMLAND 

 
4.2.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 
The impacts to soils and prime farmland as a result of the implementation of the No Action 

Alternative were discussed in Section 4.2.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the 

Proposed Action Alternative and are incorporated by reference.  A total of 163.2 acres of soils 

would be altered by implementing the No Action Alternative.  The No Action Alternative would 

not result in impacts to land currently being farmed.  The temporary soil erosion that would 

potentially occur during construction and installation of the infrastructure would be minimized 

with the use of silt fences and other Best Management Practices (BMPs).  Additionally, the 199 

acres that were previously cleared would be allowed to naturally revegetate, which would result 

in less potential for erosion. 

 
4.2.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
The Proposed Action Alternative would permanently impact approximately 9.8 acres of soils 

within the project area through the road improvements (7.3 acres) and construction of the 

enforcement zone (2.5 acres).  These 9.8 acres are highly disturbed from ongoing Reclamation, 

BLM, OBP and local farming operations.  Although these impacts would be permanent, they 

would not be considered significant due to the vast amounts of similar soils adjacent to the 

project area. Additionally, the pre-manufactured bridges would be placed on concrete pillars, 

which would require minimal ground disturbing activities. Therefore, impacts to soils from the 

installation of the bridges would occur; however, these impacts would be insignificant. BMPs for 

erosion control during construction would prevent significant soil loss due to erosion.  

 

Prime farmland soils (Gadsden clay [1.3 acres], Glenbar silty clay loam [0.9], Holtville clay [2.9] 

and Indio-Lagunita-Ripley complex [4.7 acres]) would be impacted as part of this alternative; 

however, the prime farmland soils are currently disturbed (i.e., road) and not in use for 

agricultural production. Therefore, a NRCS Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-1006 
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is not warranted as no farmland would be converted to other uses.  The expected impacts to 

soils as a result of the Proposed Action Alternative would be insignificant.  

 

The re-clearing of non-native vegetation within the security zone would account for 199 acres of 

temporary direct impacts.  Soils to be impacted in the security zone do not have high hazard 

ratings for erosion. These impacts would be temporary as the machine used to remove the brush 

and trees is equipped with rubber flotation-type tires that cause little disturbance to the surface of 

the ground.  Additionally, the mulch left on the ground would also help retard any erosion 

potentially created from the clearing of the vegetation. Other temporary potential impacts to soils 

during construction and installation of proposed infrastructure would be minimized with the use of 

BMPs. Indirect impacts to soils are also expected through increased erosion.  Without the benefit 

of vegetation as a stabilizer, these soils would be more susceptible to erosion from both wind and 

water.  

 

As a result of this alternative, the volume of illegal traffic would decrease and, therefore, would 

result in long-term indirect beneficial impacts to soils.  Indirect adverse effects to soils could occur 

in adjacent areas where the border infrastructure proposed under this alternative is not employed, 

as IAs try to circumvent the improved areas to avoid detection.   

 

4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

 
4.3.1 Vegetation Communities 
4.3.1.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The impacts to vegetation as a result of the implementation of the No Action Alternative were 

discussed in Section 4.3.1.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the Proposed 

Action Alternative and are incorporated by reference.  Implementation of the No Action 

Alternative would result in approximately 76 acres of permanent impacts to the creosotebush-

white bursage plant community in the original project area east and west of the San Luis POE.  

The 199 acres within the security zone, which was cleared by the BLM, would be allowed to 

revegetate under this alternative, thus providing beneficial indirect impacts to the region’s 

vegetation communities.  Short-term impacts to vegetation from fugitive dust generated by 

construction equipment and vehicles would also occur if the No Action Alternative is 

implemented.   
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4.3.1.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 

Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would result in approximately 164 acres of 

long-term impacts to the Colorado River riparian area and the 35-acre salt cedar community east 

of the Bypass Drain within the security zone.  These areas would be re-cleared of non-native 

vegetation and maintained for the purposes of allowing the OBP to observe any illegal activity 

within the security zone.  Although the 199 acres would be re-cleared and maintained, most of the 

vegetation is non-native and is locally and regionally common.  Mechanical or manual application 

of Habitattm or Pathfinder within the security zone would minimize potential impacts to native 

vegetation to the greatest extent possible.  Additionally, all naturally recruited native species would 

be retained. Therefore, the proposed action would be in compliance with E.O. 13112, which 

mandates that each Federal agency action shall to the extent practicable prevent the introduction 

of invasive species and provide for their control and to minimize the economic, ecological, and 

human health impacts that invasive species cause.  No long-term significant impacts to vegetation 

within the region would occur as a result of re-clearing and maintaining the security zone.   

 

The enforcement zone and the locations of the pre-manufactured bridges have been previously 

denuded of vegetation.  Therefore, no significant impacts to vegetation within these areas are 

expected to occur.   

 

The vegetation maintenance of the camera lanes would impact approximately 1 acre of 

vegetation primarily consisting of salt cedar and arrow weed.  Willows within these areas would 

be trimmed no more than two-thirds of their length from the ground up, would only have lateral 

branches trimmed; no topping would occur.  The salt cedar and arrow weed would be 

maintained to a height of approximately 1-foot within the camera lanes. Additionally, no 

cottonwoods would be trimmed as part of the vegetation maintenance. This action would create 

direct impacts to vegetation within the lanes; however, these associated impacts would be 

insignificant, since only a minimal amount of trimming would occur, and because no vegetation 

would be completely removed.    

 

Short-term indirect effects to vegetation west of the Bypass Drain would occur during construction 

of the permanent security lights and border infrastructure system due to fugitive dust settling on 

leaves, thus reducing photosynthesis and respiration.  The magnitude of this effect would depend 

upon several biotic and abiotic variables, including the speed and type of construction vehicles, 

climatic conditions, success of wetting measures during construction and the general health of the 
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vegetation.  However, upon completion, the OBP operations would be expected to generate less 

fugitive dust as a result of the all-weather surfacing along the levee roads.   

 

It is anticipated that any illumination associated impacts within the security zone would be 

insignificant, because the security zone has been previously cleared, is now minimally 

vegetated, and would be maintained as such.  Additionally, the light fixtures would be fitted with 

backlighting shields, as well as vertical shields to minimize any stray light from escaping to 

areas outside of the project area (i.e., agricultural fields).   

 

Beneficial indirect impacts would occur as IAs, smugglers and criminal activities are reduced or 

potentially eliminated within the area.  These impacts include the reduction of habitat damage 

from fire and trampling by IAs and a reduction of agricultural crops being damaged from illegal 

activities and subsequent OBP activities. Conversely, the areas to the north of the project area 

could be indirectly impacted as IAs attempt to avoid detection and circumvent the security zone 

and proposed infrastructure.  However, these impacts cannot be quantified at this time because 

IA patterns and migration routes are completely out of the OBP’s control.  

 

4.3.2 Wildlife 
4.3.2.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The impacts to wildlife as a result of the implementation of the No Action Alternative were 

discussed in Section 4.3.3.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the Proposed 

Action Alternative and incorporated herein by reference.  The No Action Alternative would 

permanently impact approximately 76 acres of wildlife habitat.  This alternative would include 

the clearing of vegetation along the southern border to increase visibility, the installation of 

permanent security lighting, and the construction of the enforcement zone.  Lighting would 

attract or repel various wildlife species within the project area; however, due to the small size of 

the project area and similar adjacent habitat, no significant impacts would be expected 

regionally.  Beneficial impacts would occur, as the security zone would be allowed to naturally 

revegetate providing habitat to wildlife within the region. 

 

4.3.2.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 

The Proposed Action Alternative would cause direct impacts to approximately 199 acres of 

degraded wildlife habitat.  Although the 199 acres would be re-cleared and maintained, most of 

the vegetation is non-native and is locally and regionally common.  Mechanical or manual 
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application of Habitattm or Pathfinder within the security zone would minimize potential impacts to 

native vegetation to the greatest extent possible.  Additionally, all naturally recruited native 

species would be retained. Therefore, due to the currently disturbed nature of the area and 

because all naturally recruited native species would be retained, any impacts associated with the 

re-clearing and continued maintenance would not be considered significant.   

 

As mentioned in Section 4.3.1.2, vegetation maintenance (1 acre) would occur within the camera 

lanes.  The impacts as a result of the maintenance of the lanes to wildlife resources would be 

insignificant because of the minimal amount of trimming proposed.  Beneficial impacts would also 

occur, as these lanes would create an edge effect within the vegetation which is preferred by 

some species, such as the Gamble’s quail (Callipepla gambelii). 

 

Lighting could attract or repel various wildlife species within the security zone; however, due to 

similar adjacent habitat, no significant impacts would be expected regionally.  Changes in 

photoperiod could cause disturbances in circannual hormone rhythms, which could alter normal 

reproduction, migration and activity rates in some wildlife species.  However, adjacent dark areas 

in agriculture fields as well as along the Colorado River riparian habitat would continue to provide 

non-illuminated areas for wildlife migration; therefore impacts from the installation and operation of 

the security lights is not expected to be significant.    

 

Impacts to migratory birds could occur, as the lights could become the strongest cue the birds use 

for nocturnal migration.  This could cause mortality to the birds if they collide with the lighting 

structures or other birds.  However, since only 27 lights would be installed that would provide no 

more than 5 foot-candles of illumination at a distance 900 feet west of the Bypass Drain, and 

because the lights would be located in juxtaposition to the City of San Luis, these would be 

considered minimal to moderate adverse impacts.  

 

The proposed enforcement zone is currently used on a daily basis by the OBP, BLM, Reclamation 

and local farmers, and is not suitable for supporting abundant wildlife populations.  The 

transformation of this area to an enforcement zone could potentially eliminate migration of small 

mammals and reptiles between the U.S. and Mexico.  However, the majority of the adjacent land 

in Mexico is urban and the Bypass Drain, which acts a barrier itself, is located adjacent to the 

enforcement zone.  Therefore, because the affected species are likely common in both the U.S. 

and Mexico, and because the enforcement zone would be no more of a barrier than the drain, no 
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significant impacts to migration are expected.  The Proposed Action Alternative would beneficially 

impact wildlife by protecting habitat through the expected reduction in IA traffic within the region.   

 

Indirect adverse impacts to wildlife habitat adjacent to the project area could also occur as illegal 

traffic attempts to circumvent the protected areas of the border.  It is possible for IAs to decide to 

attempt illegal entry north of the proposed infrastructure into riparian areas where concealment 

opportunities would still exist. However, these impacts cannot be quantified at this time because 

IA patterns and migration routes are completely out of the OBP’s control.   

 

4.4 UNIQUE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 

 
4.4.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 
The impacts to unique and environmentally sensitive areas as a result of the implementation of 

the No Action Alternative were discussed in Section 4.3.1.1 of the December 2004 Final EA 

(CBP 2004) as the Proposed Action Alternative and are incorporated by reference.  Impacts to 

the Yuma Desert Management Area for the flat-tailed horned lizard would occur as a result of 

the No Action Alternative.  However, these impacts are being mitigated through the use of bio-

monitors during construction activities and from compensatory mitigation such as the payment 

of monies to the Reclamation for flat-tailed horned lizard management. Indirect impacts could 

occur to the Yuma Desert Management Area if IAs attempt to circumvent the infrastructure to 

the east. 

 

4.4.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
Long-term, direct impacts to the riparian area along the Colorado River would occur under this 

alternative due to the permanent removal of vegetation and because of the illumination of the 

security zone.  Even though 164 acres of Colorado River riparian area would be directly 

impacted, this habitat is locally and regionally abundant north of the project corridor.  Therefore, 

due to the abundance of riparian area adjacent to the project area, combined with the fact that 

after a 2 to 3 year period all naturally recruited native vegetation would be retained, it is 

expected that any impacts associated with the vegetation removal and illumination of the 

security zone would be insignificant. The impacts associated with the maintenance of the 

vegetation are not expected to be significant due to the minimal amount of trimming that would 

occur and because no vegetation would be completely removed. The construction of the roads 



SEA - Yuma Sector Border Infrastructure System 4-9 Final 

and fences within the enforcement zone along the Bypass Drain would have no direct impacts 

to the Colorado River riparian area.  

 

Indirect impacts could occur outside of the project area as IAs attempt to circumvent the proposed 

infrastructure, especially if they use the riparian area north of the proposed infrastructure. 

However, these impacts cannot be quantified at this time because IA patterns and migration 

routes are completely out of the OBP’s control.  In addition, indirect beneficial impacts are 

expected as a result of a decrease in illegal traffic within the project area.  By reducing illegal 

traffic within the project area, damage to unique and environmentally sensitive areas would also 

be reduced or possibly eliminated.   

 

4.5 PROTECTED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITATS 

 
4.5.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 
The impacts to Federally protected species as a result of the implementation of the No Action 

Alternative were discussed in Section 4.5.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the 

Proposed Alternative and are incorporated by reference. The No Action Alternative would 

potentially impact the habitat of two state protected wildlife species: the flat-tailed horned lizard 

and western burrowing owl, respectively.  Indirect beneficial impacts to the southwestern willow 

flycatcher could also occur upon the regeneration of 199 acres of migration habitat (i.e., security 

zone) cleared in December 2004.  Without intense management, salt cedar is likely to return.  

Although salt cedar is not considered quality habitat, flycatchers have been known to nest in salt 

cedar and use salt cedar forests as migration cover. Indirect adverse impacts to protected 

species could occur as IAs travel to adjacent areas with less developed border infrastructure in 

order to avoid detection, causing habitat degradation.   

 

4.5.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
The re-clearing and maintenance of vegetation within the security zone (approximately 199 

acres) would reduce the long-term acreage of potential southwestern willow flycatcher migration 

habitat.  Although the 199 acres would be re-cleared and maintained, most of the vegetation is 

non-native and is locally and regionally abundant.  Additionally, the use of mechanical or 

manual application of herbicides would minimize potential impacts to existing native species.  

Furthermore, all naturally recruited native species would be retained.  
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The USFWS issued a memorandum in April 2005 regarding the BLM’s CATEX that stated, 

although the security zone was not considered occupied suitable habitat, it was considered 

migration habitat. It also stated that the one time reduction of this migration habitat would not 

significantly impact the southwestern willow flycatcher because of the amount of such habitat 

remaining in the immediate vicinity (USFWS 2005).  Additionally, the closest recorded flycatcher 

nesting site is located at the confluence of the Gila River with the Colorado River (USFWS 

2002a), approximately 20 miles north of the project area.  There are no known flycatcher 

nesting sites within this reach of the Colorado River.  As mentioned previously, all naturally 

recruited native species would be retained after mechanical herbicide applications are complete, 

which could have long-term beneficial impacts on migration habitat for the flycatcher. 

Additionally, as mentioned in the environmental design measures in Section 5.0, the OBP would 

not perform any work in the security zone during the neotropical migratory bird migration period.  

The southwestern willow flycatcher is present in southern Arizona from early May to early to mid 

September.  Therefore, the Proposed Action Alternative may affect but is not likely to adversely 

affect the southwestern willow flycatcher. 

 

The vegetation maintenance of the camera lanes would impact approximately 1 acre of potential 

migratory habitat for the flycatcher; however, vegetation would not be completely removed.  

Additionally, the willows located within the lanes would only have lateral branches trimmed, no 

topping would occur, and no more than two-thirds of the trees length would be trimmed from the 

ground upwards.  No cottonwoods would be trimmed as part of the vegetation maintenance.  

The salt cedar and arrow weed in the lanes would be trimmed to a height of no more than 1 

foot.  Although direct impacts to the vegetation in the lanes would occur, any potential impacts 

may affect but are not likely to adversely affect the flycatcher.   

 

The security lights would not exceed 5 foot-candles of illumination at the western edge of the 

security zone (approximately 900 feet west of the Bypass Drain).  The operation of the security 

lights within the security zone could impact the flycatcher by repelling them from the area. 

However, as mentioned previously, an abundance of similar habitat is regionally and locally 

abundant. Therefore, impacts to the flycatcher as a result of the illumination of the security zone 

are expected to minimal to moderate.     
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It is for the reasons presented above in conjunction with the planned conservation measures 

presented in Section 5.0 that it has been determined that the proposed action may affect, but is 

not likely to adversely affect the flycatcher.   

 

The Proposed Action Alternative could potentially impact western burrowing owls and their habitat 

within the project area.  However, suitable owl habitat exists adjacent to the project area.  If the 

proposed construction occurred outside of the breeding season and the mitigation measures 

mentioned in Section 5.0 are implemented, the owls would be able to relocate to habitat outside of 

the project area.  Additionally, the lights would be fixed to face away from the agricultural fields 

and would have backlighting shields, which would reduce any potential impacts from the security 

lights. Therefore, no significant impact to the owls is expected.  

 

Long-term beneficial indirect impacts within the project region are expected with a reduction in 

IA traffic and consequent OBP enforcement activities.  Additionally, the recruitment of native 

trees into the security zone would provide further beneficial impacts in the region.  However, as 

discussed previously, IAs could relocate their actions to other areas outside of the project area, 

in particularly to the north of the Bypass Drain and enforcement zone.  These impacts cannot be 

quantified at this time because IA patterns and migration routes are completely out of the OBP’s 

control.   

 

4.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

 
4.6.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 
The impacts to cultural resources as a result of the implementation of the No Action Alternative 

were discussed in Section 4.6.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the Proposed 

Action Alternative and are incorporated by reference.  No direct impacts to the five previously 

recorded archeological sites are anticipated from the implementation of the No Action 

Alternative.  Indirect adverse impacts to cultural resources would potentially occur as IAs travel 

to adjacent areas with less developed border infrastructure in order to avoid detection.   

 

4.6.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
Cultural surveys were performed January 2004 (Hart 2004), as part of the original studies for the 

December 2004 Final EA in the areas of the enforcement zone near the San Luis POE where 

modifications are planned, and included in the Proposed Action Alternative. In November 2006 an 



SEA - Yuma Sector Border Infrastructure System 4-12 Final 

additional survey was conducted along a 45-foot corridor parallel to the Bypass Drain for 1.5 miles 

(Dosh 2006).  No cultural resources were found during these surveys.  

 

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, no direct impacts to cultural resources would occur.  Due 

to the security zone being located within a floodplain and alluvial deposits, the probability of intact 

cultural resource in this area is low.  The clearing of vegetation within the security zone would 

have no effect on historic properties as little to no ground disturbance would occur.  Therefore, the 

removal of vegetation within the security zone as proposed under this alternative would have no 

direct impacts to cultural resources.   

 

Within the Bypass Drain levee road footprint there is an extremely low probability of 

encountering any cultural resources during construction due to the extreme amount of 

disturbance that has occurred, and continues to occur.  The Bypass Drain levee roads and 

adjacent farm road were constructed with borrow material and are used daily by the BLM, 

Reclamation, OBP and local farmers.  Additionally, as stated previously, during the November 

2006 cultural surveys along the eastern edge of the Bypass Drain levee road no cultural 

resources were found (Dosh 2006). No significant impacts are expected upon implementation of 

the Proposed Action Alternative. Also, as stated in Section 3.6 of this SEA, the SHPO has 

concurred with our findings that this alternative would have no affect to historic properties (see 

Appendix F).  

 

Indirectly, the reduction of illegal traffic through the area would have the potential for long-term 

beneficial impacts to cultural resources found in the region.  The reduction of illegal traffic would 

decrease the amount of foot and vehicle traffic through the area, thus, reducing potential impacts 

to cultural resources.   

 

4.7 AIR QUALITY 
 
4.7.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 
The impacts to air quality as a result of the implementation of the No Action Alternative were 

discussed in Section 4.7.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the Proposed Action 

Alternative and are incorporated by reference.  Implementation of the No Action Alternative 

would temporarily increase exhaust pollutants and dust emissions from the operation of heavy 
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equipment used for construction activities.  Upon completion of the road construction, fugitive 

dust emissions would be lowered as a result of the all-weather road surface.   

 

4.7.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
Under this alternative, increased exhaust pollutants and dust emissions would be temporarily 

created from the operation of heavy equipment used for construction activities.  Measures 

outlined in Section 5.0 would reduce these temporary impacts.  It is anticipated that most 

construction would be conducted as JTF-N or National Guard units become available.  The total 

amount of time needed to complete the Proposed Action Alternative is not known at this time 

due to the uncertainty of which unit(s) would perform the work.  However, it is estimated that a 

total of 8 to 10 weeks of work would be required to complete the construction process.  

Additionally, regardless of which unit is tasked to complete any portion of the project, the 

duration of construction activities by that particular military unit would not be expected to exceed 

one month. Any increases or impacts to ambient air quality during construction and 

maintenance activities are expected to be short-term, and can be reduced further through the 

use of standard dust control techniques, including roadway watering and chemical dust 

suppressants.  This alternative is not expected to create significant temporary impacts to the 

area’s air quality. Additionally, 199 acres would be re-cleared of non-native vegetation and 

maintained, which could potentially lead to increases in wind blown PM-10.  However, the trees 

and brush mechanically removed would be mulched and left on the ground and naturally 

recruited native species would be retained, which would reduce this potential. Also, as 

mentioned in Section 2.2.5, the root systems of any vegetation removed would be left intact, 

which would help to stabilize the soils and further retard impacts to air quality. Therefore, long 

term impacts to air quality in the region are not expected. 

 

Upon completion of the road construction, fugitive dust emissions would be lowered as a result 

of the all-weather surfacing of the levee roads.  The Proposed Action Alternative would have an 

indirect beneficial effect on the area’s air quality.  Implementation of this alternative would 

reduce IA traffic in the project area, thus reducing the need for OBP off-road pursuit, which 

creates fugitive dust emissions.   

 

Indirect impacts to air quality due to the shifting of illegal traffic in order to avoid the proposed 

infrastructure is possible; however, it is unknown where IAs would choose to breach the U.S.-

Mexico border.  Therefore, it is impossible for the OBP to determine how much of the illegal 
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traffic currently entering the project area would shift either to the north or be eliminated 

completely.   

 

4.8 WATER RESOURCES 
 
4.8.1 Surface Water Resources 
4.8.1.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The impacts to surface water resources as a result of the implementation of the No Action 

Alternative were discussed in Section 4.8.1.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the 

Proposed Action Alternative and are incorporated by reference.  The No Action Alternative would 

not significantly impact surface waters.  During construction activities, water quality within 

irrigation ditches would be protected through the use of BMPs that would be developed in a Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) required for construction projects impacting more than 

1 acre.   

 

4.8.1.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 

Direct impacts to surface water resources from Alternative 2 would be insignificant.  BMPs would 

be used during construction to minimize adverse impacts to the water quality of the Colorado 

River, its riparian areas, and the irrigation canals within the project area. The machine used to 

clear the vegetation removes the trees and brush and mulches them, leaving the mulch on the 

ground to retard erosion. During construction activities, water quality within the Bypass Drain 

would be protected through the use of BMPs that would be developed in a SWPPP.   

 

Indirect impacts associated with the construction process would be insignificant, and minimized 

through the use of environmental design measures discussed in Section 5.0.  Additional indirect 

impacts could also occur as IAs attempt to circumvent the proposed infrastructure, causing 

impacts to water resources outside of the project area. However, is it unknown at this time where, 

when, or if IAs will try to circumvent the project area as this is completely out of the OBP control 

and totally at the IA’s discretion. 

 

4.8.2 Groundwater Resources 
4.8.2.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not result in long term impacts to groundwater resources.  In the 

December 2004 Final EA it stated that no groundwater sources would be used; however, since 
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the completion of the original EA, it has been established that ground water would be needed to 

complete the construction activities.  The amount of water needed is approximately 549,000 

gallons (1.82 acre-feet) over the life of the project. The water would be obtained through the use 

of an existing public source or an existing private well.  Due to the minimal amount of withdrawals, 

and because of the high recharge rate in the region, no significant impact to groundwater 

resources would occur.  

 

4.8.2.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 

Groundwater would be required for dust suppression while construction activities are ongoing. 

Approximately 150,000 gallons (0.46 acre-feet) of water would be required for dust suppression 

and construction techniques (Sikel 2005b).  No new wells would be established.  Water would be 

obtained from an existing public source in San Luis or an existing private well through a contract 

with the owner.  Water withdrawals for this project would cause a temporary impact to 

groundwater supply.  However, the recharge rates are currently in excess of withdrawal rates.  

The one time withdrawal of 0.46 acre-feet over a 1 to 2 month construction period would not 

cause a deficit to the aquifer, and thus, would be insignificant. 

 

4.8.3 Waters of the U.S./Wetlands 
4.8.3.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The Colorado River and its riparian area is the only WUS/wetlands site in the project area.  The 

No Action Alternative would not directly impact the river and its riparian areas.   

 

4.8.3.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 

No direct impacts to the Colorado River or potential wetlands in the riparian corridor would occur 

upon the implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative, since these resources are not 

present within the project area.  An indirect benefit of the Proposed Action Alternative would be 

decreased IA traffic through the Colorado River near the project area due to the permanent 

security lights and cleared security zone, which would increase the OBP agents’ visibility and 

apprehension capabilities.  Conversely, IAs could try to circumvent the proposed infrastructure 

by traveling to areas outside of the project area which could lead to the possible degradation of 

wetlands north of the project area.  However, these impacts cannot be quantified at this time 

because IA patterns and migration routes are completely out of the OBP’s control.   
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As mentioned in Section 3.8.3, the permanent security lights would be located within the 100 year 

floodplain. However, due to the negligible flow of the Colorado River near the project area, 

coupled with the location of the lights (immediately adjacent to the western toe of the Bypass 

Drain levee) the likelihood of the lights significantly adversely impacting the floodplain is minimal.  

The placement of the lights would not effect flood frequency, duration, or flood elevation within the 

100 year floodplain.  Therefore, the Proposed Action Alternative would comply with E.O. 11988 

and would not have significant impacts. 

 

4.9 SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
4.9.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 
Impacts to socioeconomics as a result of the No Action Alternative were discussed in Section 

4.9.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the Proposed Action Alternative and are 

incorporated herein by reference.  The purchase of construction materials and supplies 

(increase in local sales and income) would be the primary, direct economic effect in the project 

vicinity. These effects would be short-term, beneficial, and insignificant. 

 

4.9.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
Impacts to socioeconomics from the implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would be 

similar those described for Alternative 1.  An existing farm road adjacent to the east Bypass Drain 

levee would be used for maintenance of the proposed infrastructure.  Indirect impacts associated 

with illegal traffic and activities in agricultural areas would be reduced due to the ability of the OBP 

to apprehend IAs closer to the border.   

 

Indirect beneficial impacts to socioeconomics would be expected from effective enforcement 

operations across the project area.  Overall, implementation of this alternative would reduce 

currently existing adverse impacts on local law enforcement and the emergency response 

community.  The Proposed Action Alternative would provide additional protection from illegal foot 

traffic, would lower crime rates, and could potentially improve the quality of life north of the 

international   border. 
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4.10 NOISE 

 
4.10.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 
Noise impacts as a result of the implementation of the No Action Alternative were discussed in 

Section 4.10.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the Proposed Action Alternative 

and are incorporated herein by reference.  Temporary construction noise impacts would occur as 

a result of the operation of heavy equipment.  Noise levels created by construction equipment 

would vary greatly depending on factors such as the type and specific model of equipment, the 

operation being performed and the condition of the equipment.  The equivalent sound level of the 

construction activity also depends on the amount of time that the equipment is operated over the 

length of the construction.   

 

Only one sensitive receptor, Friendship Park near San Luis, currently exists in the project area.  

Increases in noise levels would be short-term and are not expected to contribute to the long-

term degradation of the area’s noise environment.   

 

4.10.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
Impacts to noise would be similar to those identified for Alternative 1.  The Proposed Action 

Alternative would produce temporary impacts due to spikes in noise levels during construction 

of the enforcement and security zones.   Additionally, other temporary spikes in noise levels 

would occur with the mechanical application of herbicide within the security zone. These spike 

in noise levels are expected to be insignificant as the herbicide would be applied no more than 

twice per year.   

 

4.11 AESTHETICS 
 
4.11.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 
The impacts to aesthetics as a result of the implementation of the No Action Alternative were 

discussed in Section 4.11.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the Proposed Action 

Alternative and are incorporated by reference.  Under the No Action Alternative, construction 

activities would temporarily impact local aesthetics.  New infrastructure constructed in the study 

area would also have the potential to adversely impact the aesthetic value of the area.  This 

would be particularly true of infrastructure with a high visibility such as the permanent security 

lighting and, to a lesser extent, fencing.  The lights would only have an adverse impact on 

aesthetics while in operation near the City of San Luis.   
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4.11.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
The Proposed Action Alternative’s new construction activities would permanently impact the local 

aesthetics.  This would be particularly true of infrastructure with a high visibility such as permanent 

security lighting and, to a lesser extent, fencing.  The proposed location for this segment of lights 

is remote and the lights would be shielded.  Road improvements and maintenance road 

construction would have a relatively low potential for impact on aesthetics given the low profile 

and location within previously disturbed areas.  Design measures for permanent security lighting 

would be used to minimize impacts to aesthetic resources and are detailed in Section 5.0.  

Therefore, through the use of these design measures, and because the urban area located 

immediately south of the project corridor is illuminated nightly, no significant impacts to regional 

aesthetics are expected.   

 

Indirect impacts, both beneficial and adverse, to aesthetics would be similar to those discussed for 

Alternative 1 (CBP 2004).  

 

4.12 LIGHT POLLUTION 
 
4.12.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 
Impacts to light pollution as a result of the No Action Alternative were discussed in Section 

4.12.1 of the December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) as the Proposed Action Alternative and are 

incorporated herein by reference.  The proposed lights could have an adverse impact to light 

pollution and could potentially degrade the tranquil, dark skies for which Arizona is known.  

However, design measures would be implemented to minimize any impacts to light pollution in 

the area.  

 

4.12.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
The lighting of the security zone would create direct impacts to light pollution in the region.  The 

security lights would incrementally add to the “red zone” as depicted previously in Figure 3-1. 

However, through the use of metal halide bulbs, backlighting and vertical shields, and because 

the angle of the light would be oriented in a manner to not shine above horizontal, these impacts 

are considered to be insignificant.   
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4.13 Hazardous and Solid Waste 

 
4.13.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 
No significant impacts would occur if the No Action Alternative were implemented.  The BMPs 

outlined in the original December 2004 Final EA (CBP 2004) and this EA would prevent and 

reduce any potential impact as a result of hazardous or solid waste to a level well below 

significant. 

 
4.13.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action Alternative 
The potential exists for petroleum, oil and lubricant (POL) spills to occur while refueling 

construction equipment used during the implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative. 

However, clean-up materials (e.g., oil mops) would be maintained at the project site to allow 

immediate action in case an accidental spill occurs.  Drip pans would be provided for stationary 

equipment to capture any POL that is accidentally spilled during maintenance activities or leaks 

from the equipment.  In addition, a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan (SPCCP) 

would be in place prior to the start of construction, and all personnel would be briefed on the 

implementation and responsibilities of this plan. All appropriate land management agencies would 

be provided a copy of the SPCCP prior to construction activities.  

 

Sanitary facilities would be provided during construction activities and waste products would be 

collected and disposed of by licensed contractors.  No gray water would be discharged to the 

ground.  Disposal contractors would use only established roads to transport equipment and 

supplies; all waste would be disposed of in strict compliance with Federal, state, and local 

regulations, in accordance with the contractors’ permits.  

 

The proposed tactical infrastructure would also have indirect beneficial impacts through the 

reduction of solid waste.  As illegal foot traffic is reduced or eliminated within the project corridor, 

so would the solid waste that is associated with it.   

 

4.14 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
The CEQ defines a cumulative impact as an impact on the environment which results from the 

incremental impact of multiple past, present and future actions with individually minor but 

collectively significant effects (40 CFR §1508.7).  A cumulative impact can be concisely defined as 
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the total effect of multiple land uses and developments, including their interrelationships, on the 

environment, including cultural and socioeconomic resources. 

 

This section of the EA addresses the potential cumulative impacts associated with the 

implementation of the alternatives outlined in Section 2.0 and other projects/programs that are 

planned within or near the project area. Past NEPA documents were reviewed to evaluate 

cumulative effects of the OBP operations/activities and infrastructure construction projects for the 

southwest border region. These included, but were not limited to, EAs and Environmental Impact 

Statements (EISs) from previous and current CBP and JTF-N projects, the Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Statement for JTF-6 Activities Along the U.S.-Mexico Border (USACE 

1994), the Environmental Assessment for Operation Skywatch for Tucson Sector, Arizona (INS 

2002a), the Environmental Assessment for Operation Desert Grip within the Tucson and Yuma 

Sectors, Arizona (INS 2002b) and the Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statement for INS and JTF-6 Activities (USACE 2001a).  Many positive cumulative impacts have 

been realized through OBP activities.  For example, construction and maintenance activities have 

had cumulative positive impacts on socioeconomic resources within the border area through 

reductions in illegal drug smuggling activities.  The legacy INS (now CBP) activities completed 

from 1994 to 1999 have provided information on over 100 new cultural resources potentially 

eligible for NRHP listing. 

 

A summary of impacts related to current and future projects of the CBP, the OBP, and other 

agency projects in southern Arizona is provided in sections 4.14.1 and 4.14.2.  Reasonably 

foreseeable projects are those likely to occur within the next five years.  The anticipated 

cumulative effects to the environment are analyzed by each alternative and are discussed in 

sections 4.14.3 through 4.14.7.  

 

4.14.1 Other CBP/OBP Operations 
Recently completed or reasonably foreseeable OBP projects in southern Arizona are summarized 

in Table 4-2. The OBP might be required to implement other activities and operations that are 

currently not foreseen or mentioned in this document.  These actions could be in response to 

National emergencies or security events like the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, or to 

potential changes in the mode of operations of the IAs.  For instance, during the summers of 

2001 to 2004, the Tucson Sector temporarily had to detail aircraft and support personnel from 

other sectors to provide additional search and rescue missions.  The sole purpose of these 
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missions (known as Operation Skywatch) was to save the lives of IAs.  Operation Skywatch 

temporarily assigns 20 helicopters and two fixed-wing aircraft, two un-manned aerial vehicles, 

24 pilots, up to 12 aircraft mechanics and other support personnel as needed to the Tucson 

Sector for a period of approximately 125 days, beginning around June 1 and ending in 

September each year.  Search and rescue aerial reconnaissance also indirectly benefits the 

natural environment by reducing the amount of off-road traffic required to rescue IAs.  The OBP 

has prepared an EA documenting the potential impacts from Operation Skywatch (INS 2002a).   

The Yuma Sector, on an as-needed basis, provides additional support.  Furthermore, aircraft used 

in Operation Skywatch often fly over the project area while on routine patrols.  In addition, the 

TIWAZ project has been proposed to establish additional tactical infrastructure to assist OBP 

agents in the detection and deterrence of illegal traffic. The need for the proposed TIWAZ project 

is to control illegal traffic, save lives, protect natural and cultural resources, reduce impacts to 

military training, and improve National security. The TIWAZ project includes several types of 

tactical infrastructure such as the improvement of roads to all-weather roads, drag roads, 

additional camp details, and PVBs. 

 

The CBP is currently planning new infrastructure at the San Luis crossing with a total of 13,286 

square feet of office space, 24,834 square feet of light industrial space, 356 square feet of health 

unit space and 769 square feet of warehouse/storage space (CBP 2004b). 
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Table 4-2.  Recently Completed or Reasonably Foreseeable OBP projects in Southern 
Arizona 

Project 
Approximate 

Distance from 
Project Area 

(miles) 

Approximate 
Area 

Permanently 
Impacted 

(acres) 
Installation of 26 emergency beacons within the Cabeza Prieta National 
Wildlife Refuge (CPNWR) and Barry M. Goldwater Range (BMGR) 70 0 

Implementation of Operation Skywatch (a seasonal search and rescue 
mission using helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft) (INS 2002a) 0 0 

Proposed construction of 40 Remote Video Surveillance along approximately 
45 miles of the U.S.-Mexico border in the Yuma and Wellton stations 0 3 

Proposed acquisition of 30 acres adjacent to the OBP Ajo Station for horse 
corral, station expansion, and parking.  75 30 

Conversion of the existing Yuma Station complex into a training facility for 
BP personnel 17 0 

Construction of a new OBP station in Yuma AO 15 5 
The deployment of 14 additional rescue beacons in the Yuma Station’s AO 24 0 
Proposed installation of five camp details as part of the Tactical Infrastructure 
Western Arizona (TIWAZ) project 40 5 
Proposed installation of eight temporary vehicle barriers as part of TIWAZ 15 1 
Access and maintenance of approximately 300 miles of illegal and 
administrative trails on CPNWR and BMGR as part of TIWAZ 15 291 

Proposed construction of a new OBP Wellton Station on a 50 acre project 
site 45 50 

Potential addition of two camp details on the CPNWR within the Ajo Station’s 
AO in support of ABC Initiative 75 6 

Proposed installation of 12 RVS systems along the U.S.-Mexico border 
south of Ajo, Arizona 75 1 

Proposed construction of 104 miles of all-weather road on CPNWR as part 
of TIWAZ 75 101 

Proposed construction of 114 miles of drag road as part of TIWAZ 75 171 
Planned construction of approximately 37 miles of access road and 35 miles 
of permanent vehicle barriers (PVB) on the CPNWR. 65 98 

Proposed construction of 80 miles of all-weather patrol road within the 
existing footprint of the existing patrol road on the TON 100 0 

Proposed construction of 50 miles of PVBs, along with a construction access 
road for the installation of maintenance of the PVBs  100 96 

Planned construction of vehicle barriers, an all-weather road, and drag road 
along the 37 miles of U.S.-Mexico border in the BMGR (construction is 
ongoing) 

6 198 

Proposed installation of a water well at the existing Desert Grip Camp in the 
Wellton Station’s AO 87 0.5 

Upgrading the existing Desert Grip camp detail including road improvements 87 13 
Proposed construction of a border infrastructure system, which includes the 
installation of permanent stadium style lights, a secondary fence, all-weather 
patrol road, maintenance road, security fence, and extension of the primary 
border fence near San Luis, Arizona (original EA, construction ongoing)  

0 167 

Total  1,228 acres 
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4.14.2 Other Agency Projects 
Other Federal, state and private agencies have projects planned within the ROI that could affect 

the region’s natural and human environment.  The BMGR is an active 1.9 million acre military 

training installation used for tactical aviation training (USAF 2004).  No specific USAF or USMC 

projects are listed here for the BMGR.  Projects currently being planned by other agencies could 

affect areas of Yuma County utilized by the OBP.  The CBP and OBP would maintain close 

coordination with these agencies to ensure that their activities do not conflict with other agency(s) 

policies or management plans.  The OBP would consult with applicable state and Federal 

agencies prior to performing any construction activities, and would coordinate operations so that 

they do applicable agencies are conducting or planning within the ROI. 

 

• A new commercial POE is being proposed by the Greater Yuma Port Authority (GYPA) 
approximately 6 miles east of the current San Luis POE and would be approximately 339 
acres in size.  This POE would be located on lands owned by the GYPA and would be 
used by the CBP and other agencies, but would be constructed by the Port Authority 
(Reclamation 2000); 

• The Laguna Dam restoration project is in the early stages of planning.  Over two million 
cubic yards of sediment would be removed from the reservoir behind Laguna Dam.  
Removal of the sediment is scheduled to begin in March 2006 (Reclamation 2005); 

• The USAF and USMC have released a draft EIS for the implementation of an Integrated 
Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) for the BMGR. The INRMP would be 
produced following the completion of the environmental analysis.  The INRMP, if 
implemented, could also change the areas available for certain OBP operations/activities;     

• Yuma County, Arizona Department of Public Works (YCDPW) has planned County-wide 
general road maintenance (YCDPW 2004). 

• Western Area Power Administration is currently proposing to interconnect from two 
existing power facilities to a new power plant being proposed in Sonora, Mexico.  The 
interconnection would consist of approximately 20 miles of 500kV line from Sonora, 
Mexico to Western’s Gila substation, then proceed another 5 miles to Arizona Public 
Services North Gila substation. The proposed power-line would be generally located 
adjacent to the western boundary of the BMGR (Wieringa 2006).   

• Arizona Department of Transportation’s (ADOT) planning improvements for Yuma County 
through 2009 are: 

o Route 8: Construction of a rest area and road rehabilitation using asphaltic 
rubber/cement,  

o Route 85:  Chip Seal, 

o Route 95:  Construction of a passing lane and road rehabilitation using asphaltic 
rubber/cement (ADOT 2004),  

o Area Surface Highway: Construct 23 miles of new roadway from the proposed 
commercial POE near San Luis to Interstate 8 east of Yuma (Yuma Metropolitan 
Planning Organization 2004),  
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o Route 195: Construct and widen into 4 lane divided highway, and 

o I-8 to B-8, Ave 3E:  Reconstruct roadway (ADOT 2004). 
 

With the exception of the proposed new roadways, the remaining projects would be along existing 

corridors or within previously disturbed sites (e.g., road reconstruction, military activities).  Land 

use would change along the new roadways, and additional wildlife habitat would be lost.  The 

magnitude of these effects would depend upon the length and width of the new roadway ROW 

and the extant conditions within and adjacent to the ROW.  

 

The Cocopah Tribe has planned two separate land clearing projects.  Non-native vegetation west 

of the Bypass Drain would be cleared in a similar process to the BLM clearing conducted in 

December 2004.  In one 75-acre area along the Colorado River, the Tribe hopes to create an 

environmental and cultural education area (Yuma Sun 2005a).  Over 1,000 native trees would be 

planted with the hopes of establishing suitable southwestern willow flycatcher habitat (Yuma Sun 

2005a).  A total of 253 acres would be restored upon completion of the projects (Yuma Sun 

2005b).   

 

Along with the Cocopah Tribe, a collaboration of local, state and Federal agencies have 

demonstrated a need for up to 500 acres of brush clearing to occur along the Colorado River.  

The BLM is currently planning, under a Catex for hazardous fuels removal, to clear 500 acres or 

less of non-native vegetation along the river.  Three separate areas (totaling 500 acres) would be 

mechanically cleared or trimmed per specific prescriptions.  The prescriptions range from 

removing all vegetation in areas of dense salt cedar and arrow weed to selectively trimming 

vegetation to allow for visibility.  Core areas identified as southwestern willow flycatcher and Yuma 

clapper rail habitat would not be cleared.  Additionally, the collaborating agencies intend to replant 

native vegetation where possible in an effort to create better suitable habitat for the southwestern 

willow flycatcher and other protected species in the area.  Although these activities would remove 

potential habitat for protected species, the long-term beneficial impacts and quality habitat gained 

as a result of the clearing far outweigh any potential adverse cumulative impacts.     

 

4.14.3 Cumulative Environmental Effects 
4.14.3.1 Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 

The greatest disturbance of soils, native vegetation, and wildlife habitat on a regional basis has 

been and will continue to be agricultural and urban development, particularly between Yuma and 
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San Luis.  Agricultural areas in the region are typically located east and north of the project area, 

while development is located near Yuma and major routes of travel (i.e., I-8).  Other cumulative 

impacts would occur to resources, as a result of continued development.  Such activities would 

permanently affect well over 100,000 acres of land use, soils, vegetation and wildlife habitat in the 

reasonably foreseeable future. 

 

Ongoing CBP infrastructure and operations have required some form of disturbance to soil and 

vegetation.  However, erosion control and habitat rehabilitation is an important planning element 

of CBP approved actions. Cumulative adverse impacts to wildlife resulting from the 

fragmentation of habitat, loss of habitat, and reduction of breeding and foraging opportunities for 

birds and other animals could potentially occur within the project area. Additionally, vegetation 

communities and wildlife species have been indirectly impacted by increased illumination 

associated with permanent and portable security lights. The proposed OBP infrastructure and 

operations are not expected to produce significant cumulative adverse impacts on soils, 

vegetation or wildlife habitat regionally because of the vast abundance of these resources.  The 

implementation of appropriate environmental design and conservation measures would help to 

mitigate the cumulative impact of development related to the No Action Alternative and other CBP 

projects.  Furthermore, degradation and erosion of the regional landscape has been alleviated by 

the CBP-implemented projects involving improvements to roads and associated drainage 

crossings.  Additionally, fences have precluded illegal foot and vehicular traffic that, in turn, disturb 

soils, native plant and wildlife species (USACE 2001b).  There are soil disturbance activities (e.g. 

drag-roads) that are inherent with ongoing and approved CBP actions that would yield minor 

adverse secondary effects, including an increase in fugitive dust affecting PM-10 levels.  

However, the vast majority of impacts associated with approved projects are from road 

maintenance and improvement projects planned to alleviate IA traffic and associated degradation.   

 

A net reduction of indirect impacts to soils, vegetation, and wildlife species would occur through 

the elimination of off-road vehicle traffic from both IAs and subsequent OBP activities as a result 

of the No Action Alternative and upon completion of the infrastructure planned eastward along 

the U.S.-Mexico border.  This reduction of impacts would provide benefits to soils, vegetation 

and wildlife in the region over the long-term (INS et al. 2002).  Therefore, while the No Action 

Alternative would contribute to development related impacts within the project area, the 

installation of the border infrastructure, combined with other activities, would have a beneficial 

cumulative impact to these resources on a regional level.   



SEA - Yuma Sector Border Infrastructure System 4-26 Final 

The No Action Alternative, in combination with other actions by the CBP, would provide 

beneficial impacts to unique and sensitive areas through a reduction in illegal vehicle traffic (INS 

et al. 2002).  Actions proposed or implemented by other entities are located primarily in and 

around Yuma and San Luis, and would not impact unique and sensitive areas. Therefore, the 

project would result in cumulative beneficial impacts to unique and sensitive areas. 

 

Federally protected species, their habitats and critical habitat, as well as state protected species 

and their habitats, would benefit from this project and other infrastructure projects through a 

reduction of illegal traffic and subsequent OBP activities throughout the region.  In combination 

with state, Federal and tribal management projects, such as the Yuma Desert Management Area 

and the Cocopah Tribe 75-acre habitat restoration project along the Colorado River, the reduction 

of disturbance and habitat degradation would result in cumulative beneficial effects to state and 

Federally protected species.  

 

Air quality impacts in the project region are generally attributed to the arid conditions and the 

dusty nature of the soils.  Agricultural practices often account for a majority of PM-10 emissions 

due to farming practices such as tilling, rowing and disking.  Other sources of fugitive dust occur 

from off-road activities, both legal and illegal traffic.  The reduction of off-road traffic from both 

IAs and subsequent OBP activities would be eliminated in the immediate area of the project 

area, creating a beneficial cumulative impact to air quality in the region.  As other infrastructure 

projects are completed along the international border, a greater net reduction of fugitive dust is 

expected to occur.  The No Action Alternative would improve air quality within the region due to 

the reduced amount of IA traffic and subsequent OBP off-road pursuits.  Additionally, through 

the use of improved infrastructure such as all-weather roads, less fugitive dust will be generated 

which, in turn, would improve the net reduction of fugitive dust within the region.   

 

Water withdrawals for the construction of the proposed infrastructure would be a 1-time event 

occurring over 1 to 3 years.  This reduction would not cause a deficit to water resources in the 

region.  Therefore, no adverse cumulative impacts to water resources are anticipated. 

The No Action Alternative in combination with other ongoing or proposed CBP construction and 

maintenance activities would have positive cumulative impacts on socioeconomic resources 

within the border area and the nation through reductions in crime associated with human 

smuggling and illegal drug smuggling activities.  Direct cumulative impacts of approved CBP 

actions on socioeconomics would be expected to be beneficial but insignificant.  The magnitude 
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of the effects would depend upon the project costs (i.e., local expenditures) and the economic 

multipliers in the region.  At the same time, cumulative indirect effects on socioeconomic 

resources (e.g., purchase of diesel fuel) would be beneficial but not quantifiable.  OBP operations 

are valuable to our society, in ways both obvious and obscure.  For example, the costs of a terrorist 

act caused by a single undetected, un-apprehended IA could be tremendous.  The installation of the 

improved border infrastructure would allow OBP to more efficiently and effectively detect, deter and 

apprehend IAs, thereby reducing social costs associated with property damages, violent crimes, 

drug treatment and rehabilitation and entitlement programs, locally and nationally.   

 

Due to the historical presence of Native Americans and early settlers, cultural resources are 

common and widely distributed throughout the region.  However, no cultural resources are expected 

to occur within the project area.  Furthermore, the reduction in IAs and apprehension activity would 

reduce ground disturbances in an area of the region where cultural resources are often found.  

Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not contribute to any potential impacts to cultural 

resources occurring within the region.  

 

4.14.3.2 Alternative 2:  Proposed Action Alternative 
The direct impacts of the Proposed Action Alternative would contribute to the historical and ongoing 

degradation and loss of soils and wildlife habitat throughout the region. However, similar to the No 

Action Alternative, these impacts would be minimal in relation to the long-term beneficial impacts 

resulting from the reduction of illegal traffic under the Proposed Action Alternative.  The clearing of 

vegetation within the security zone, in combination with historical loss of riparian habitat along the 

Colorado River, constitutes a cumulative impact to migratory pathways.  However, the recruitment of 

the native species in the security zone would provide cumulative beneficial impacts to migratory 

pathways.  

 

Light pollution is a growing concern in southwestern Arizona because areas that were once rural are 

now becoming urbanized.  When combined with other projects in the region, a cumulative adverse 

impact would occur upon implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative. However, the OBP 

would attempt to reduce these impacts with the design measures described in Section 5.0.   

 

A reduction in illegal activity would alleviate indirect impacts incurred by biological and human 

resources within the project area. However, as discussed previously, IAs could relocate their actions 

to other areas, including other states.  This action could indirectly result in impacts to protected 
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species, cultural resources, WUS, vegetation and wildlife.  These effects, or likelihood thereof, 

cannot be determined at the present time. 



SECTION 5.0 
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN MEASURES 
 

This chapter describes those measures that will be implemented to reduce or eliminate potential 

adverse impacts to the human and natural environment.  Many of these measures have been 

incorporated as standard operating procedures by the OBP on past projects.  It is OBP policy to 

mitigate adverse impacts through the sequence of avoidance, minimization, and finally, 

compensation.  Environmental design measures will be presented below for each resource 

category that would be potentially affected.  It should be noted that if any of the alternatives for 

this project are implemented, the following measures will be employed:   

 

5.1 GENERAL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES 

 
BMPs will be implemented as standard operating procedures during all construction activities, and 

would include proper handling, storage, and/or disposal of hazardous and/or regulated materials.  

To minimize potential impacts from hazardous and regulated materials, all fuels, waste oils and 

solvents will be collected and stored in tanks or drums within a secondary containment system 

that consists of an impervious floor and bermed sidewalls capable of containing the volume of the 

largest container stored therein.  The refueling of machinery will be completed following accepted 

industry guidelines, and all vehicles will have drip pans during storage to contain minor spills and 

drips.  Although it will be unlikely for a major spill to occur, any spill of reportable quantities will be 

contained immediately within an earthen dike, and the application of an absorbent (e.g., granular, 

pillow, sock, etc.) will be used to absorb and contain the spill.  Furthermore, any petroleum liquids 

(e.g., fuel) or material listed in 40 CFR 302 Table 302.4 (included as part of an SPCCP) of a 

reportable quantity must be cleaned up and reported to the appropriate Federal and state 

agencies.  Reportable quantities of those substances listed on 40 CFR 302 Table 302.4 will be 

included as part of the SPCCP.  A SPCCP will be in place prior to the start of construction and all 

personnel will be briefed on the implementation and responsibilities of this plan. 

  

All waste oil and solvents will be recycled. All non-recyclable hazardous and regulated wastes will 

be collected, characterized, labeled, stored, transported and disposed of in accordance with all 

Federal, state, and local regulations, including proper waste manifesting procedures. 
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Solid waste receptacles will be maintained at staging and bivouac areas. Non-hazardous solid 

waste (trash and waste construction materials) will be collected and deposited in the on-site 

receptacles.  Solid waste will be collected and disposed of by a local waste disposal contractor.   

 

5.2 SOILS 
 
Vehicular traffic associated with the construction activities and operational support activities will 

remain on established roads to the maximum extent practicable.  Erosion control techniques, such 

as, straw bales, aggregate materials, wetting compounds and revegetation with native plant 

species, where possible, will be incorporated with the design of the Proposed Action Alternative.  

In addition, other erosion control measures, as required and promulgated through the SWPPP, 

will be implemented before and after construction activities.  Furthermore, the vegetation that is 

removed within the security zone will be mulched on site in an effort to retard erosion upon 

completion of the clearing activities.   

 

5.3 VEGETATION 
 

Spot spraying will occur near existing native vegetation within the security zone in an effort to 

minimize potential impacts to native vegetation.  The three camera lanes will have the salt cedar 

and arrow weed cut to a height of 1 foot and will be maintained at this height.  No topping of 

willows will occur, only lateral branches will be trimmed, and no more than two-thirds of the trees’ 

length will be trimmed from the ground upwards.  Additionally, no cottonwoods will be trimmed 

within these lanes. The willows will be trimmed manually using saws and limb trimmers, while the 

salt cedar and arrow weed will be cut via Hydro-axe or similar machine.   

 

5.4 WILDLIFE 

 
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act requires that Federal agencies coordinate with the USFWS if a 

construction activity will result in the take of a migratory bird.  Surveys of suitable habitat will be 

performed prior to construction to identify active nests.  If construction activities will result in the 

take of a migratory bird, then consultation with the USFWS and AGFD will be conducted prior to 

construction or clearing activities.  Another mitigation measure that will be considered is to 

schedule all construction activities outside nesting season (March 1 through September 1).  Bird 

surveys will not be required if clearing activities occur outside of the nesting season.  
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5.5 PROTECTED SPECIES   
 
No work will be done within the security zone during neotropical migratory bird migration (early 

May to early to mid September) in an effort to further minimize the potential impact to the 

southwestern willow flycatcher. Additionally, all naturally recruited native vegetation within the 

security zone will be retained in an effort to encourage the re-growth and re-establishment of 

these native species.  On-site mitigation for the western burrowing owl will consist of passive 

relocation.  This entails encouraging owls to move from occupied burrows within the project area 

to alternative locations in suitable habitat beyond 150 feet from the project disturbance.  The use 

of one-way doors on burrows should keep owls from returning to the burrows within the project 

area.  Relocation will only be attempted during the non-breeding season (September 1 through 

March 1) (California Burrowing Owl Consortium 1993). 

 

5.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
If any cultural material is discovered during the construction efforts, then all activities will halt 

until a qualified archeologist can be brought in to assess the cultural remains. 

 

5.7 WATER RESOURCES 
 
Standard construction procedures will be implemented to minimize the potential for erosion and 

sedimentation during construction.  All work will cease during heavy rains and will not resume until 

conditions are suitable for the movement of equipment and material.  Effective March 10, 2003, in 

accordance with regulations of the EPA Phase II of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System stormwater program, a SWPPP will be required for stormwater runoff from construction 

activities greater than 1 acre and less than 5 acres.  Therefore, a SWPPP will be prepared and 

implemented prior to the start of any construction.  

 

5.8 AIR QUALITY 
 
Mitigation measures will be incorporated to insure that PM-10 emission levels do not rise above 

the minimum threshold of 100 tons per year as required per 40 CFR 51.853(b)(1).  Measures will 

include dust suppression methods to minimize airborne particulate matter that will be created 

during construction activities.  Standard construction practices such as routine watering of the 

construction site and access routes will be used to control fugitive dust during the construction 
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phases of the proposed project.  Additionally, all construction equipment and vehicles will be 

required to be kept in good operating condition to minimize exhaust emissions.  

 

5.9 NOISE 
 
During the construction phase, short-term noise impacts are anticipated. All Occupational Safety 

and Health Administration requirements will be followed.  On-site activities will be restricted to 

daylight hours with the exception of concrete pours and emergency situations.  Construction 

equipment will possess properly working mufflers and will be kept properly tuned to reduce 

backfires.  Implementation of these measures will reduce the expected short-term noise impacts 

to an insignificant level in and around the construction site. 

 

5.10 AESTHETICS 
 
Security light poles will be painted to blend in with the surrounding environment.  Shields will be 

installed on the lights to prevent backlighting or vertical lighting.  The security lights’ angle of 

elevation will be below the horizon to minimize potential light pollution.   
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6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 

6.1 AGENCY COORDINATION   
 
This chapter discusses consultation and coordination that will and has occurred during 

preparation of the draft versions of this document (see Appendix F).  This includes contacts that 

are made during the development of the Proposed Action Alternative and writing of the EA.  

Agency correspondence/consultation letters are included in Appendix F.  Formal and informal 

coordination has been conducted with the following agencies: 

 

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
• Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) 
• Arizona State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
• Arizona Department of Transportation (ADOT) 
• Arizona Game and Fish Department (AGFD) 
• Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ) 
• Arizona Department of Agriculture 
• Arizona State Lands 
• Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
• Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) 
• Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) 
• National Park Service (NPS) 
• Federally Recognized Tribes 
 

6.2 PUBLIC REVIEW 
 

The draft SEA was made available for public review for a period of 30 days, beginning on May 8, 

2006, which was the day the Notice of Availability (NOA) was published in The Sun. Proof of 

publication of the Draft NOA is included in Appendix F.  A copy of the NOA to be published, 

announcing the availability of the Final SEA, is included as Exhibit 1.   

 

During the public review period, two comment letters were submitted on the Draft EA.  These 

letters were submitted by Arizona State Lands Department (ASLD) and Reclamation.  The 

ASLD letter approved of the Proposed Action Alternative and supported the OBP in their 

mission. Reclamation’s letter emphasized the need for coordination between Reclamation and 

OBP and asked that OBP provide SHPO concurrence on the project. The comments received 
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during the 30 day public review period and the OBP’s responses to those comments are 

included in Appendix G. 

 

Exhibit 1. 

 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 

 

FINAL SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND  

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR THE INSTALLATION OF PERMANENT  

SECURITY LIGHTING AND BORDER INFRASTRUCTURE SYSTEM  

OFFICE OF BORDER PATROL 

YUMA SECTOR, ARIZONA 

 

 
The public is hereby notified of the availability of the Final Supplemental Environmental 

Assessment (SEA) and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for the Installation of 
Security Lighting and Border Infrastructure System in the Office of Border Patrol (OBP) Yuma 
Sector, Arizona.  This SEA addresses the potential impacts from installing approximately 1.5 
miles of permanent security lighting, three camera lanes, all-weather road, secondary fence and 
maintenance road near San Luis, Arizona. Additionally, an area approximately 900-foot wide by 
1.5-miles long west of the western levee of the Bypass Drain and an area (approximately 35 
acres) east of the Bypass Drain, which have been  previously  cleared  of  non-native 
vegetation, would  be re-cleared and maintained. The objective of the proposed project is to 
provide deterrence to the continual influx of illegal entrants into the area through a certainty of 
detection and apprehension, and to increase the safety of OBP agents.  The Final SEA will be 
available for review at the Yuma County Library in Yuma, Arizona; and the Yuma County Library 
(Wellton Library) in Wellton, Arizona. The Final SEA can also be viewed via the Internet at the 
following address: http://aerc.swf.usace.army.mil.  For additional information contact Mr. Mark 
Doles, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Fort Worth District, P.O. Box 17300, Fort Worth, Texas 
76102 or facsimile (817) 886-6499.   
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ACRONYMS 
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9.0 ACRONYMS  
 
ADEQ  Arizona Department of Environmental Quality 
ADOT  Arizona Department of Transportation 
ADWR  Arizona Department of Water Resources 
AO  Area of operation 
APS  Arizona Public Service 
ASLD  Arizona State Land Department 
BLM  Bureau of Land Management 
BMGR  Barry M. Goldwater Range 
BMP  Best Management Practice 
CATEX Categorical Exclusion 
CBP  U.S. Customs and Border Protection 
CDC  California Department of Conservation 
CEQ  Council on Environmental Quality 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
CPNWR Cabeza Prieta National Wildlife Refuge 
CRCDR Cultural Resource Compliance Documentation Record 
DHS  Department of Homeland Security 
EA  Environmental Assessment 
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 
EPA  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
E.O.  Executive Order 
FEMA  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FONSI  Finding of No Significant Impact 
FY  Fiscal Year 
GYPA  Greater Yuma Port Authority 
IA  Illegal Alien 
IIRIRA  Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act 
INRMP  Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 
INS  Immigration and Naturalization Service 
JTF-6  Joint Task Force Six 
JTF-N  Joint Task Force North 
LP  Light Pollution 
MSDS  Material Safety Data Sheet 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
NRCS  Natural Resource Conservation Service 
NOA  Notice of Availability 
OBP  Office of Border Patrol 
POE  Port of Entry 
REC  Record of Environmental Consideration 
Reclamation Bureau of Reclamation 
ROI  Region of Influence 
ROW  Rights-of-way 
SEA  Supplemental Environmental Assessment 
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
U.S.  United States 
USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USAF  U.S. Air Force 
USDA  U.S. Department of Agriculture 
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USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS  U.S. Geological Survey 
WUS  Waters of the U.S. 
YCDPW Yuma County Department of Public Works 
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REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
JOINT TASK FORCE North

FORT BLISS, TEXAS 79918-0058

CJTFN-J35/EN
MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD

9 Jan 2006

SUBJECT: Record of Environmental Consideration, Joint Task Force
North (JTF-N) Support to the Office of Border Patrol (OBP) Yuma
Sector in the Vicinity of San Luis, Arizona

1. Project Title. Border Infrastructure System OBP, Yuma Sector,
Arizona, JTF-N.

2. Project Description. In December of 2004 the Final
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Installation of Permanent

Lighting and a Border Infrastructure System was completed for the
OBP, Yuma Sector. The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)
was signed and submitted with the Final EA on December 17, 2004.
This project consisted of construction of 13 miles of
infrastructure system, which included permanent security lights,
a secondary fence, all-weather patrol road, maintenance road, and
security fence. This infrastructure would create a ISO-foot
enforcement zone adjacent to and paralleling the U.S. - Mexico
border near San Luis, Arizona (Figure 1). After reviewing
engineering plans submitted to JTF-N it was determined that two
minor deviations in the original alignment would make for a more
efficient and effective infrastructure system. There~ore, as the
proposed action of this Record of Environmental Consideration
(REC) , the JTF-N proposes to construct 2,150 feet (ft) of border
infrastructure system as a deviation to the original alignment
along the U.S. - Mexico border road near San Luis, Arizona in
support of the Yuma Sector, OBP (Figure 2). The deviations can
be broken down into two areas, the west and east deviations. The
deviations are approximately 1,700 ft and 450 ft in length,
respectively. The west deviation would realign the original
infrastructure system by bringing the alignment south 446 ft near
Bureau of Land Management Lot 14 and maintain the enforcement
zone within 150 ft of the U.S. - Mexico border. The east
deviation would realign the corridor by moving it north
approximately 50 ft near a power supply station located near
Avenue F. The power supply station is located within the
previously mentioned 150-ft enforcement zone. The primary purpose



of this action is to facilitate the OBP's mission to prevent the
entry of illegal traffic, drug traffic, terrorists and their
weapons along the southwestern border, establish a
level of deterrence through the certainty of detection and
apprehension, and enhance the safety, effectiveness, and
efficient environment in which to accomplish the OBP's mission.
A secondary purpose of the realignment of the originally proposed
infrastructure system is to provide training for JTF-N personnel.

As part of this action the military will require three
approximately 200 x 200 equipment staging areas (equipment
parks). Equipment Park 1 is located north of the 150-ft
enforcement zone near Avenue E. Equipment Park 2 is located at
the southern terminus of Seventh Street near San Luis, Arizona.
Both of these equipment parks are located east of the Port of
Entry at San Luis. Equipment Park 3 is located west of the Port
of Entry, south of the levee within the original project
footprint.

3. Summaryof Request. This proposed action was initiated via
a written support request from the OBP and approved by Border
Patrol Special Coordination Center (BPSCC). As originally
envisioned, the proposed action was to be constructed in three
phases. phases I and II contemplated 10 miles of border
infrastructure system in the vicinity of San Luis, Arizona. JTF
N and National Guard cleared and grubbed most of the original
project corridor along the U.S. - Mexico border from June through
August of 2005. As mentioned previously, after reviewing
engineering designs JTF-N and OBP decided that by making the
aforementioned deviations a more effective and efficient
infrastructure system would be achieved.

4. Prior Environmental Consideration. The environmental
impacts, both beneficial and adverse, associated with
constructing the border infrastructure system were analyzed in
the EA titled Installation of Permanent Lighting and a Border
Infrastructure System OBP, Yuma Sector, Arizona, published in
December 2004. The Draft EA was submitted to Federal and state
agencies for review; all concerns were addressed prior to
preparation of the Final EA. Included in that document is an
executed Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI, 17 December
2004), which states that this proposed action has no significant
adverse impact on the human or natural environment. The Final EA
is tiered off of three documents:

• 1998 Final Environmental Assessment JTF-6

Construction Project Yuma County, Arizona.
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• 1999 Final Environmental Assessment JTF-6 Proposed
Lighting Project Yuma County, Arizona and Imperial
County, California .

• 2001 Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement for Immigration Naturalization Service (INS)
and Joint Task Force Six (JTF-6) Activities along the
United States (U.S.)-Mexico Border.

Field surveys for cultural resources, wetlands, and protected
species were performed for the entire project corridor during the
preparation of the original EA.

Cultural and biological surveys were performed for the deviations
to the original proposed action on November 17, 2005. These
surveys resulted in a negative finding for any cultural
properties or biologically sensitive species.

Biological and cultural surveys were performed for equipment
parks 1 and 2 on December 16, 2005. These surveys resulted in a
negative finding for any cultural properties or biologically
sensitive species. Field surveys for cultural resources and
protected species conducted as part of the original EA covered
the area encompassed by Equipment Park 3.

In June 2005 military units were deployed to construct a portion
of the original 150 ft enforcement zone (Avenue E west for
approximately 3 miles). Burrowing owl surveys were completed
prior to this deploYment and resulted in a positive finding for
the owls. Therefore, the areas where the owls were located was
avoided during this deploYment. Additionally, in August 2005
military units cleared and grubbed another portion of the
infrastructure system previously analyzed in the December 2004
EA. Immediately prior to this deploYment, burrowing owl surveys
were conducted by professional biologists within the construction
area that resulted in a negative finding. During this same
deployment, biological monitoring for the flat-tailed horned
lizard was conducted within the portion of the project area that
was located within the Yuma Desert Management Area. Six flat
tailed horned lizards were observed and moved from the project
area. No lizards were harmed during this deploYment.

Additionally, JTF-N adheres to the requirements of Army
Regulation (AR) 200-2, Environmental Effects of Army Actions, to
guide our compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) .

3



4. Anticipated Date of Proposed Action. The west deviation
(approximately 1,700 ft) of the border infrastructure system is
planned for construction west of San Luis, Arizona during the
period 06 February to 30 March 2006. The east deviation
(approximately 450 ft) will be constructed during the period 06
February to 30 March 2006. JTF-N envisions that the total scope
of this project will be a one time effort. If for some reason
this effort is not accomplished within this deploYment schedule
another follow up unit(s) will be required.

5. Conclusion. This proposed action satisfies the criteria
specified in paragraphs 4-1b and 4-2a of Chapter 4 of AR 200-2.
The proposed action is also covered by Categorical Exclusion A-7
of Appendix A of AR 200-2, which excludes "Construction that .does
not significantly alter land use, provided the operation of the
project when completed would not of itself have a significant
environmental impact; ...". Furthermore, AR 200-2, paragraph
2-3d(1) stipulates that a Record of Environmental Consideration
should be prepared if the proposed action is adequately addressed
in an existing EA or EIS, or is covered by an approved
categorical exclusion. Construction of these deviations will not
change the conclusions reached in the FONSI that was signed on 17
December 2004.

5. Finding. There are no adverse impacts to the natural and
human environment; specifically, there are no adverse impacts to
Federally threatened or endangered species or habitat, or to
cultural resources covered by Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. No archeological sites were
identified during field surveys conducted in 2004 or 2005. The
project corridor to be constructed is in a previously disturbed
area. The east deviation is located in sparsely vegetated
creosote vegetation community, which is locally and regionally
common for southwestern Arizona. The west deviation is located
in an area that is currently used for OBP enforcement activities
and is denuded of vegetation. The border infrastructure
contemplated would be constructed near the U.S. - Mexico border,
causing change to the existing land use. Although a land use
change would occur the deviations would result in minimal and
insignificant changes. No change to the cumulative effects of
this action articulated in previous environmental documents is
anticipated. The reduction in illegal traffic is expected to
have a beneficial effect in the long term. Based on the findings
in the 2004 EA for the Installation of Permanent Lights and
Border Infrastructure Project and FONSI, the 1998 EA for JTF-6
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Fence Construction Project and FONSI, 1999 EA for JTF-6 Proposed
Lighting Project and FONSI, and the 2001 Supplemental
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for INS and JTF-6
Activities along the U.S.-Mexico Border and Record of Decision,
and the provisions of AR 200-2, I find that the provisions of AR
200-2 have been met, and no further NEPA documentation is
required. A copy of this Record of Environmental Consideration
with enclosures will be provided to all agencies that
participated in the preparation of the December 2004 EA.

1J!~tff4;v
MILTON C. BLANKENSHIP, JR
Environmental Specialist
JTF North, J35/EN
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REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
JOINT TASK FORCE North

FORT BLISS, TEXAS 79918-0058

JTFN-J35/EN
MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD:

27 Jan 2006

SUBJECT: Record of Environmental Consideration, Joint Task Force
North (JTF-N) Support to the Office of Border Patrol (OBP) Yuma
Sector in the Vicinity of San Luis, Arizona

1. Project Title. Border Infrastructure System OBP, Yuma Sector,
Arizona, JTF-N.

2. Project Description. On 9 January 2006, a Record of
Environmental Consideration (REC) was approved for the
construction of 2,150 feet (ft) of border infrastructure system
as a deviation to the original alignment along the U.S. - Mexico
border road near San Luis, Arizona in support of the Yuma Sector,
OBP (Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Installation of
Permanent Lighting and a Border Infrastructure System was
completed for the OBP, Yuma Sector, December 2004) (Figure 1) .

As part of this action it was originally determined the military
required three approximately 200 x 200 equipment staging areas
(equipment parks). Equipment Park 1 is located north of the 150
ft enforcement zone near Avenue E. Equipment Park 2 is located
at the southern terminus of Seventh Street near San Luis,
Arizona. Both of these equipment parks are located east of the
Port of Entry at San Luis. Equipment Park 3 is located west of
the Port of Entry, south of the levee within the original project
footprint. These three equipment parks, received environmental
clearance in a 9 January 2006 REC. However, since the approval
of the 9 January 2006 REC, it has been determined a fourth
Equipment Park (Equipment Park 4) would be required to replace
Equipment Park 2. Currently, land rights issues make the use of
Equipment Park 2 infeasible. Therefore, as the proposed action
of this Record of Environmental Consideration (REC),JTF-N
proposes the temporary us of Equipment Park 4 which located
immediately east and adjacent to Avenue G approximately 200 feet
south of the 242 Canal (Figure 2). The equipment park will be
used to stage equipment during military deploYments associated
with the construction OBP border infrastructure system.

3. Summary of Request. This proposed action was initiated via
a written support request from the OBP and approved by Border



Patrol Special Coordination Center (BPSCC). As originally
envisioned, only three equipment parks would be needed to
complete construction of the OBP border infrastructure system.
However, duri~g the process of requesting Rights-of-Entry and
land use permits it became apparent land rights for Equipment
Park 2 would not be granted in time for the February through
April military deploYments. Equipment Park is proposed as an
alternative to Equipment Park 2.

4. Prior Environmental Co.nsideration. Biological and cultural surveys were
performed for equipment parks 1 and 2 on 16 December 2005. These
surveys resulted in a negative finding for any cultural
properties or biologically sensitive species. Field surveys for
cultural resources and protected species conducted as part of the
original EA that covered the area encompassed by Equipment Park 3
(Final Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Installation of
Permanent Lighting and a Border Infrastructure System was
completed for the OBP, Yuma Sector, December 2004). A biological
and cultural survey was performed on Equipment Park 4 on 19
January 2006. The survey resulted in a negative finding for any
cultural properties or biologically sensitive species.

Additionally, JTF-N adheres to the requirements of Army
Regulation (AR) 200-2, Environmental Effects of Army Actions, to
guide our compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) .

4. Anticipated Date of Proposed Action. Equipment Park 4 is
required during the period of 27 January to 30 March 2006. JTF-N
envisions that the total scope of this project will be a one time
effort. If for some reason this effort is not accomplished
within this deploYment schedule another follow up unit(s) will be
required and the use of Equipment Park 4 may be required.

5. Conclusion. This proposed action satisfies the criteria
specified in paragraphs 4-lb and 4-2a of Chapter 4 of AR 200-2.
The proposed action is also covered by Categorical Exclusion A-7
of Appendix A of AR 200-2, which excludes "Construction that does
not significantly alter land use, provided the operation of the
project when completed would not of itself have a significant
environmental impact; ...". Furthermore, AR 200-2, paragraph
2-3d(1) stipulates that a Record of Environmental Consideration
should be prepared if the proposed action is adequately addressed
in an existing EA or EIS, or is covered by an approved
categorical exclusion. Use of Equipment Park 4 will not change
the conclusions reached in the FONSI that was signed on 17
December 2004 and the REC signed on 9 January 2009.

5. Finding. There are no adverse impacts to the natural and
human environment; specifically, there are no adverse impacts to
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Federally threatened or endangered species or habitat, or to
cultural resources covered by Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. No archeological sites were
identif~ed during field surveys conducted in 2006. Equipment
Park 4 is located in a previously disturbed area consisting of a
sparsely vegetated creosote vegetation community, which is
locally and regionally common for southwestern Arizona.
Although a land use change would occur Equipment Park 4 would
result in minimal and insignificant changes. No change to the
cumulative effects of this action articulated in previous
environmental documents is anticipated. The reduction in illegal
traffic is expected to have a beneficial effect in the long term.
Based on the findings in the 2004 EA for the Installation of
Permanent Lights and Border Infrastructure Project and FONSI, the
1998 EA for JTF-6 Fence Construction Project and FONSI, 1999 EA
for JTF-6 Proposed Lighting Project and FONSI, and the 2001
Supplemental Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for INS
and JTF-6 Activities along the U.S.-Mexico Border, the 9 January
2006 REC, this REC, and the provisions of AR 200-2, I find that
the provisions of AR 200-2 have been met, and no further NEPA
documentation is required. A copy of this REC with enclosures
will be provided to all agencies that participated in the
preparation of the December 2004 EA.

1J;/Ud4f2-
MILTON C. BLANKENSHIP, JR
Environmental Specialist
JTF North, J35/EN
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Material Safety Data Sheets 

 
 
 













 
 
          A  M  E  R  I  C  A  N       R  E  F  I  N  I  N  G       G  R  O  U  P       I  N  C  . 

                                      M  A  T  E  R  I  A  L       S  A  F  E  T  Y       D  A  T  A       S  H  E  E  T 
                 ------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
                  PENNZSUPPRESS D                                                                                                PRODUCT CODE:  5000 

  NFPA HAZARD RATING    PRODUCT NFPA HAZARD RATING 
   4 – Extreme      Health - 0 
   3 – High      Fire - 1 
   2 – Moderate      Reactivity -  0 
   1 – Insignificant 

                     PAGE 1 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
DIVISION AND LOCATION---SECTION I 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Division: LUBRICANTS AND SPECIALTY PRODUCTS DIVISION  
Location: BRADFORD, PENNSYLVANIA  
                77 N. KENDALL AVE, BRADFORD, PA, 16701 
Emergency Telephone Number: (814) 368-1297 
Transportation Emergency:  CHEMTREC 1-(800) 424-9300 (U.S. and Canada) 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
CHEMICAL AND PHYSICAL PROPERTIES---SECTION II 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Chemical Name:  Emulsified Petroleum Resin 
Formula: This product is non hazardous according to OSHA 29 CFR 1910.1200 
Hazardous Decomposition Products: 

carbon monoxide and carbon dioxide from burning. 
Incompatibility (Keep away from),: 

strong oxidizers such as hydrogen peroxide, bromine, and chromic acid. 
Toxic and Hazardous Ingredients: 
           none 
Form: liquid Odor: petroleum 
Appearance : liquid Color: dark brown 
Specific Gravity (water=1) :  1.03 
Boiling Point: greater than 100°C (212°F)  
Melting Point:  less than -6°C (21°F) 
Solubility in Water (by weight %) : product is not soluble but the 
    emulsion can be suspended in water  
Evaporation Rate:  not data available 
Vapor Pressure (mm Hq at 20°C): 0 
Vapor Density (air=1) : greater than 1  
pH (as is) : not applicable 
Stability: Product is stable under normal conditions  
Viscosity SUS at 100°F:  not applicable 
 

 (Continued on next page) 
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---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
FIRE AND EXPLOSION DATA---SECTION III 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Special Fire Fighting Procedures: 

Do not use water except as fog. 
Unusual Fire and Explosion Hazards: 

Do not cut, weld, braze, solder, drill, grind or expose containers, drums, tanks, etc. of product 
to heat, flame, sparks, static electricity or other sources of ignition; they may ignite explosively. 

Flashpoint:  not applicable 
Flammable limits % : not applicable 
Extinguishing agents: 

Drychemical or Waterfog or C02 or Foam 
Closed containers exposed to fire may be cooled with water. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
HEALTH HAZARD DATA---SECTION IV 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Permissible concentrations (air): 

If used in applications where a mist may be generated, observe a TWA/PEL of 5 mg/m3 for 
mineral oil mist (OSHA and ACGIH). 

Chronic effects of overexposure: 
                           No data available 

Acute toxicological properties: 
No data available 

Emergency First Aid Procedures: 
Eyes: Product in minimally irritating to the eyes on direct contact.  Upon contact, 

immediately flush eyes with large quantities of water for at least 15 minutes and 
call a physician.. 

Skin Contact:  Remove excess with cloth or paper. Wash thoroughly with soap and water. 
Inhalation: Remove victim to fresh air. Call a physician.  
If Swallowed:  Contact a physician immediately.  DO NOT induce vomiting.    
                        (Vomiting may cause aspiration into lungs resulting in  
                         chemical pneumonia). 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
SPECIAL PROTECTION INFORMATION---SECTION V 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Ventilation Type Required (Local,mechanical,special): 

Local if necessary to maintain allowable PEL(permissible exposure limit) or TLV(threshold 
limit value) 

Respiratory Protection (Specify type): 
Use NIOSH/MSHA certified respirator with dual organic vapor/mist and particulates cartridge if vapor 
concentration exceeds permissible exposure limit. 

Protective Gloves: 
neoprene type 

Eve Protection: 
chemical safety goggles  

Other Protective Equipment: 
none 
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  --------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

HANDLING OF SPILLS OR LEAKS---SECTION VI 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Procedures for Clean-Up: 

Transfer bulk of mixture into another container. Absorb residue with an inert material such as earth, 
sand, or vermiculite. Sweep up and dispose as solid waste in accordance with local, state, and federal 
regulations. 

Waste Disposal,: 
Dispose of in accordance with all applicable federal, state and local regulations. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
SPECIAL PRECAUTIONS---SECTION VII 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Precautions to be taken in handling and storage: 

Do not handle or store at temperatures over 
Maximum Storage Temperature:  49°C  (120°F)  
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
      COMMENTS 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
This product does not contain any chemical is sufficicient quanity to be subject to the reporting 
 requirements of Section 313 of Title III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 
 of 1986 and CFR 40 Part 372. 
 
The component(s) of this product are listed on the US TSCA Inventory and Canadian Domestic 

                  Substance List. 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
TRANSPORTATION DATA---SECTION VIII 
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
D.O.T.: Not Regulated 
Reportable Quantity: none 
Freight Classification: Petroleum Oil, Dust Suppressant 
Special Transportation Notes: 

None 
                ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 
 
Prepared by: ROBERT M. KELLAM  __________________________________________ 
Title:  PRODUCT SAFETY & HEALTH COORDINATOR 
Original Date:   06/12/85             Sent to:  ______________________________________ 
Revision Date:  08/04/03                     ____________________________ 
Supersedes _:  05/05/03                     ____________________________ 
Date Sent_  _:                                     ____________________________ 

We believe the statements, technical information and recommendations contained herein are reliable, but 
they are given without warranty or guarantee of any kind, express or implied, and we assume no 
responsibility for any loss, damage, or expense, direct or consequential, arising out of their use. 



 



MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET 
 
 Manufacturer 

 PROCESS CHEMICALS, LLC 
 ARR-MAZ PRODUCTS, LP Division 

 621 Snively Avenue 
 Winter Haven, Fl  33880 
 
 Emergency Phone Number 
 863-293-7884 
  
  PRODUCT INFORMATION 
 
Trade Name:    Road Oyl 
 
Chemical Family:           Mixture 
 
HMIS RATING:                Health Hazard                1 Slight 
                             Flammability Hazard 0 Minimal 
                             Reactivity Hazard  0 Minimal 
 
DOT Shipping Classification This product is not regulated when shipped domestically by 

land. 
 
Canadian TDG Information This product is not regulated when shipped domestically by 

land. 
   
  PHYSICAL DATA 
 
Boiling Point  (°C):    100°C 
Dilutable from Soluble in Water:   Soluble 
Vapor Pressure (mmHg at 20ºC):  < 17 
Appearance:                           Light brown watery liquid emulsion 
Odor:                                 Odor of tall oil pitch 
Specific Gravity (at 25°C):   1.0 + 0.1 
pH:      6 - 7 
  
  FIRE EXPLOSION 
 
Flash Point (PM Closed Cup °C):  >200°C (aqueous solution) 
 
Extinguishing Media:    Use carbon dioxide, dry chemical, or water spray to 

extinguish fires. 
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Special Fire Fighting Procedures:  Self contained breathing apparatus and protective 

clothing should be worn in fighting fires involving 
chemicals.  

  
  HEALTH HAZARD INFORMATION 
  
 EYE 
 
Effect:          May cause eye irritation. 
 
First Aid:   Flush eyes with low pressure water for at least 15 minutes. Seek medical 

attention if irritation persists. 
 
Protection:      Wear safety glasses or goggles. 
                  
 SKIN 
 
Effect:           Can cause skin irritation on prolonged or repeated contact. 
 
First Aid:   Wash exposed area thoroughly with flowing water. Seek medical attention if 

irritation persists. 
 
Protection:      Wash affected areas with soap and running water. Do not reuse contaminated 

clothing without laundering. 
 
 INHALATION 
 
Effect:           None expected under normal conditions of use. 
 
First Aid:   Using proper protection, remove affected personnel to fresh air. If respiratory 

irritation occurs or if breathing becomes difficult, get medical attention. 
 
Protection:      None required under normal conditions of use. 
 
 INGESTION 
 
Effect:           Expected to be relatively nontoxic. 
 
First Aid:   If irritation of the digestive tract develops and persists seek medical attention. 
 
     
  REACTIVITY DATA 
 
Stability:    Stable  
 
Hazardous Polymerization:   Will NOT occur. 
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Incompatibilities:              Strong oxidizing agents. 
 
Hazardous Decomposition 
Products:    Carbon monoxide, carbon dioxide, and trace sulfur oxides.   
  
  SPILL, LEAK, AND DISPOSAL PROCEDURES 
 
Spills and Leaks: Treat as an oil spill.  Contain spill and remove by mechanical means.  Use 

absorbent material or pads on remaining material or on small spills. 
 
Waste Disposal:  Dispose of waste at an appropriate waste disposal facility in accordance with 

current applicable laws and regulations, and product characteristics at time of 
disposal.   

 
CERCLA RQ:  None 
  
  SPECIAL PROTECTION INFORMATION 
 
Respiratory Protection:  No respiratory protection is normally required.  However, a NIOSH-

approved organic respirator with dust, mist, and fume filters should be 
used in areas where vapor concentrations are excessive due to high 
temperatures or where misting occurs. 

 
Protective Gloves:  Use solvent resistant gloves. 
 
Eye Protection:   Use chemical safety glasses,  goggles or a face shield. 
 
Other Protective 
Equipment:      Eye wash and safety shower should be easily accessible.  
 
  STORAGE AND SPECIAL PRECAUTIONS 
 
Storage Precautions:  Material is stable on storing.  Do not store near open flame or sources 

of extreme heat. 
 
Other Precautions:   Maintain good housekeeping. Avoid skin contact, Wash contaminated 

clothes before wearing.  Do not wear contaminated shoes or boots. 
 
  REGULATORY INFORMATION 
 
SARA Title III:  This product does not contain any chemicals subject to reporting under 

Section 313 of Title III of the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization ACT and 40 CFR 372. 
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RCRA:   This product is not a hazardous waste as listed in 40 CFR 261.33.  It 
does not exhibit any of the hazardous characteristics listed in 40 CFR 
261, Subpart C. 

 
 CANADIAN REGULATORY INFORMATION  
 
WHMIS Information: This product is not a “controlled product” under the Canadian 

Workplace Hazardous Materials Information System. 
 
DSL Information:  Components of this product are listed on the Canadian Domestic 

Substances List. 
 
 DISCLAIMER OF EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED WARRANTS  
 
This material safety data sheet and the information it contains is offered to you in good faith as 
accurate. We have reviewed any information contained in this data sheet which we received from 
sources outside our company. We believe that information to be correct but can not guarantee its 
accuracy or completeness. Health and safety precautions in this data sheet may not be adequate for 
all individuals and/or situations. It is the user's obligation to evaluate and use this product safely 
and to comply with all applicable laws and regulations. No statement made in this data sheet shall 
be construed as a permission or recommendation for the use of any product in a manner that might 
infringe existing patents. No warranty is made, either expressed or implied. 
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I.  Introduction 
 
A. Background 

 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Yuma Field Office (YFO) proposes to utilize 
herbicide to control regrowth of weeds, specifically:  tamarisk (Tamarix ramosissima) 
(Tamarix aphylla), cane (Phragmites communis), giant reed (Arrundo donax) and 
ravenna grass (Erianthus ravennae) within wildland urban interface (WUI), hazardous 
fuels reduction (HFR), recreation sites, and riparian revegetation projects. There are three 
purposes for this project.  One is to reduce risk of a wildfire encroaching upon popular 
recreation sites and residential areas. The second purpose is to protect the habitat of 
several species of birds, other wildlife, and native plants.  The third purpose is to promote 
fire resistant riparian communities and inhibit the proliferation of invasive weeds.  The 
scope of this document is limited to follow-up treatments after wildfire, prescribed fire or 
mechanical treatments.  This EA would also be used in conjunction with revegetation 
plans covered under site specific NEPA documents.  
 
Historically, lands adjacent to the lower Colorado River (LCR) were periodically 
flooded, which provided the conditions necessary to germinate native riparian vegetation 
such as cottonwood (Populus fremontii), Gooding’s willow (Salix gooddingii), coyote 
willow (Salix exigua), honey mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa) and screwbean mesquite 
(Prosopis pubescens).  The creation of Hoover Dam in 1936 ended the natural cycle of 
floods.  With the reduction of flood threats, farming of the rich alluvial soils increased 
and seedbeds were no longer formed.  Consequently, the life cycle of cottonwoods and 
willows was irreversibly changed.  Around 1870 tamarisk (Tamarix ramosissima) was 
introduced as a soil stabilizer and ornamental.  It soon spread into the LCR valley. 
Tamarisk found optimal ecological conditions as it spread and eventually dominated the 
floodplain.  Currently much of the historic LCR floodplain is dominated by the invasive 
weeds, or leased for agricultural purposes.  Only a small percentage of the riparian zone 
is native vegetation (USDI, FWS and BOR 1994).   
 
Tamarisk has also proven over the years to be a dangerous wildland fire fuel risk with a 
mean fire return interval of 5-10 years (USDI, BOR 2000).  As encountered in the LCR 
floodplain, tamarisk dominates native cottonwood, willow, and mesquite bosques 
enormously increasing the flammability and radiant heat generated by a wildfire 
(Weisenborn 2001).  This increased flammability poses great danger, not only to the 
public, but also to native plant communities and animal habitat along the LCR.   
Tamarisk resprouts vigorously after wildfire and after repeated fire events tends to 
dominate riparian areas. 
 
 
B. Need for and Purpose of Proposed Action 
 
This environmental assessment evaluates the impacts of utilizing herbicide to control 
weeds for WUI, HFR, recreation, and revegetation projects where previous NEPA 
documentation has been completed. The purpose of this document is to provide a follow-up 



 

treatment option for projects that authorize mechanical or prescribed means for controlling 
the target weeds. This would include but not be limited to the following current and future 
projects as listed in Table 1.  This programmatic document would follow any restrictions or 
best management practices outlined in individual project level NEPA.  A map of the 
projects listed in Table 1 is located in Appendix A. 
 
Table 1.  Current Project areas where herbicide will be utilized to control weeds. 
Project Name NEPA 

Number 
Acreage 
(Approximate) 

Legal Description Designation 

Yuma Face  CX-AZ-050-
2004-0050 

15 T. 5 S., R. 22 W., Secs
29 and 30 Gila and 
Salt River Meridian, 
Yuma County, 
Arizona.   

WUI 

Ferguson CX-AZ-050-
2004-0049 

4 T. 14 S., R. 23 
E., Secs. 1 and 12 
San Bernardino 
Meridian, 
Imperial County, 
California.   
 

WUI 

Oxbow CX-AZ-050-
2004-0029 

40 T. 1 N., R. 24 
W., Secs. 23, 24, 
25, 26, 35, 36, 
Gila and Salt 
River Meridian, 
La Paz County, 
Arizona; T. 9 S., 
R. 21 E., Secs. 
11, 13, 24, 
Imperial County, 
California.   
 

WUI 

Yuma Lakes CX-AZ-050-
2004-0065 

30 T. 8 S., R. 22 W., 
Sec. 11, SE ¼; Sec. 
12 , SW¼; Sec. 14, 
NW¼;  Gila and Salt 
River Meridian, 
Yuma County 
Arizona 
 

WUI 

Fortuna Pond CX-AZ-050-
2003-0051 

2 T. 8. S., R. 21. W., 
Sec. 19: SW¼  SW¼  
NE¼, SE¼ SE¼ 
NW¼ (within)   
Gila and Salt River 

WUI 



 

Meridian, Yuma 
County, Arizona 
 
 

Mittry Jetties DNA-AZ-050-
2004-0034 

10 T. 7 S., R. 22 W., 
Sec. 13 and 14, of 
the Gila and Salt 
River Meridian, 
Yuma County, 
Arizona 
 

WUI 

Border Patrol CX-AZ-320-
2005-012 

220 T. 11 S., R. 25 W., 
Sec. 3, Gila and Salt 
River Meridian, 
Yuma County, 
Arizona 
 

WUI 

Pratt Ag Lease AD-AZ-050-
99-021 

12 T. 7 S., R. 22W., 
Sec. 14, portions of 
lots 2,5, and 6, 
portion of 
NE1/4SW1/4 and 
NW1/4SE1/4 Gila and 
Salt River Meridian , 
Yuma County, 
Arizona 
 

WUI 

Paradise Cove 
Transient Fire  

CX-AZ-050-
2004-0071 

20 T. 16 S., R. 22 E., 
Sec. 28, San 
Bernardino 
Meridian, Yuma 
County, Arizona 
  

WUI 

Mittry BAER EA-AZ-050-
2003-0039 
 
CX-AZ-050-
2004-0021 

450 T. 6 S., R. 21 W., 
Secs. 30,31, Gila Salt 
River Meridian; T. 7 
S., R. 21 W., Secs. 
5,6,7,8,18,19, Gila 
and Salt River 
Meridian, Yuma 
County, Arizona; T. 
6 S., R. 22 W. Secs. 
25,26 Gila and Salt 
River Meridian; T. 
15 S., R. 24 E., Secs. 
16,17,20,21 San 

WUI 



 

Bernardino 
Meridian, Imperial 
County, California 

Betty’s Kitchen EA-AZ-055-
95-031 

10 T. 7 S., R. 22 W., 
Sec. 14, Gila and 
Salt River Meridian, 
Yuma County, 
Arizona 
 

WUI 

Cibola Site AZ-050-2003-
0011  

10 T. 1 N., R. 24 W. SW 
¼ Section 25 and NW 
¼ Section 36 Gila and 
Salt River Meridian, 
La Paz County, 
Arizona 

WUI 

Mittry South AZ-050-2002-
0002 

80 T. 7 S., R. 22 W., 
Sec. 14 Gila and Salt 
River Meridian, 
Arizona, Yuma 
County, Arizona 
 

WUI 

Paradise Cove 
and Confluence 
Fuel Breaks 

EA-AZ-050-
2002-0021 

 

11 Lot 2, Sec. 28, T. 16 
S., R. 22 E., San 
Bernardino Meridian, 
Yuma County Arizona
(Paradise Cove) and 
Lot 6, Sec. 19, T.8 S., 
R. 22 W., Gila and Salt
River Meridian, Yuma 
County Arizona 
(Confluence). 

WUI 

 
 
Funding for these projects would be drawn from WUI, HFR, riparian, wildlife, range, 
weed, and recreation project funds allocated for these projects.  Management and 
supervision of the projects would be performed by qualified YFO fire and resources staff 
that has been through the federal pesticide applicator course.  
 
Most of these projects are within or adjacent to BLM recreation sites or high use areas.  
They are designated as high priority WUI fuels projects (Appendix A).  All these projects 
have high potential for fire occurrence based on past fire history (DOI – BLM 1202 Record 
2004).    
 
 
C. Conformance with Land Use Plan 
 



 

The proposed action would be in conformance with the Yuma District Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) (May 1986 and February 1987), as amended.  The plan 
designates all of the remaining riparian areas along the LCR to be managed as priority 
wildlife areas.  BLM would also discourage the introduction of “exotic” species on public 
lands.  The proposed project would provide for the conservation of federally listed 
threatened and endangered wildlife species and their habitat, as well as other special 
status species. 
 
 
D. Related Documents   
 
This EA incorporates by reference the following: 
 

• The Fire Management Plan identifies the project area as a hazardous fuel priority.  
It further calls on consideration of fuels modification to prevent destruction of 
endangered species habitat and maintain riparian habitat values and conditions 
(USDI, BLM 2004)   

 
• The Healthy Forests Initiative and the Healthy Forests Restoration Act (2004) 

  
• The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Southwestern Willow Flycatcher Recovery 

Plan seeks in part to protect, reestablish, mimic, and/or mitigate for the loss of the 
natural processes that establish, maintain, and recycle riparian ecosystems.  
Additionally, this plan advocates management of exotic plant species and 
continuing research to refine management practices and knowledge of ecology 
(USDI, USFWS 2002)   

 
• Arizona Statewide Land Use Plan Amendment for Fire, Fuels, and Air Quality 

Management (March 2004).  This amendment to Arizona resource management 
plans states that “chemical herbicides would be applied to reduce fuel loads in a 
variety of habitats.”  This amendment also states “Herbicide applications would 
be scheduled and designed to minimize potential affects to non target plants, as 
well as fish and wildlife species” 

 
• Lower Colorado River Multi-Species Conservation Plan (LCR MSCP), a 

partnership of Federal, state and local agencies, Native American Tribes, and 
other non-governmental participants (BOR 2004)    

 
• The Sikes Act (16 USC 670a-670o, 74 Stat. 1052), as amended, Public Law 86-

797, approved September 15, 1960 
 
• Thirteen State Vegetation Management Environmental Impact Statement 

“Vegetation Treatment on BLM Lands in Thirteen Western States – Final EIS, 
May 1991” 

 
 



 

E. Environmental Compliance 
 

1. A Section 7 Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will be 
added to the project file upon completion 

2. The project is in conformance with the Biological Opinion for Yuma 
District Resource Management Plan and Amendments (March 1998) 

3. The project is in compliance with the Arizona Statewide Land Use Plan 
Amendment for Fire, Fuels, and Air Quality Management (March 2004). 

4.  The project is in compliance with the Thirteen State Vegetation 
Management Environmental Impact Statement “Vegetation Treatment on 
BLM Lands in Thirteen Western States – Final EIS, May 1991” 

 
 
 

II. Proposed Action  
 
 
A. Proposed Action  
 
The proposed project would allow the use of Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
registered, BLM approved herbicides to control weeds.  The herbicides would include, 
but are not limited to Garlon, Pathfinder or Remedy (active ingredient Triclopyr) on sites 
where there is no standing water and Aquamaster/Aquatic Roundup (Glyphosate) or 
Habitat (Imazapyr) on sites within standing water.   Basal bark, foliar, and/or cut stump 
methods of application would be used to treat tamarisk.  Foliar applications would be 
used to treat cane, giant reed and ravenna grass.  Pesticide use proposals would be 
completed prior to project implementation and included as part of the final project file.  A 
programmatic pesticide use proposal for the proposed project sites is found in Appendix 
B.  Applications would be accomplished on foot with a backpack pump unless individual 
project NEPA documentation has analyzed the use of motorized equipment within the 
project boundaries.  Any restriction to the use of motorized equipment will be followed 
during herbicide application.   Project components include: 1) site selection; 2) treatment 
with herbicides; 3) maintenance; 4) following standard procedures to mitigate 
disturbance; 5) monitoring.  
 
Site Selection.  The proposed action would occur at the sites described in Table 1.  
Future WUI, HFR, wildfire rehabilitation and revegetation projects would potentially be 
treated with herbicides to limit regrowth of invasive weeds.  
 
Herbicide Use and Application.   Weeds would be treated using EPA registered, BLM 
approved herbicides following label guidelines.  Re-sprouts of tamarisk would be treated 
with Garlon, Remedy, Pathfinder (Triclopyr), Aquamaster, Roundup (Glyphosate), 
Habitat (Imazapyr) or other suitable herbicides.  Generally, re-sprouts would be treated 
after reaching a height of 3 to 6 feet using a basal bark application.  Other techniques 
include a foliar treatment, where leaves of the entire plant are sprayed, or a cut stump 
treatment, where a chainsaw is used to cut down mature plants and then herbicide is 



 

brushed or sprayed onto the exposed cambium. A certified applicator would supervise 
this work.  Herbicides would be applied and disposed of following labeled instructions.  
Under either application method herbicides would be used sparingly, so that they would 
not contaminate contact with aquatic habitats.  A Spill Contingency Plan is included 
(Appendix C) to address actions in the event of an accidental chemical spill.  If a cultural 
site is documented within the project area, herbicide crews will use existing access roads 
and trails to avoid damaging cultural resources. 
 
Maintenance.  Weeds would be chemically treated by approved herbicides to prevent 
reestablishment.  Treatments would happen on an annual basis.  No one project area 
would be treated more then three times during the calendar year.  These treatments would 
promote desired native vegetation components and fulfill fire management objectives. 
 
 
Standard Procedures.  Standard procedures would be followed to mitigate disturbance 
during project operations.  The specifics of these procedures are detailed in Appendix D.  
These procedures include transporting garbage off-site and disposing of it in accordance 
with the Solid Waste Disposal Act.  All refueling, oil changes, and lubrication would be 
done in a manner to prevent spills.  Should cultural and/or paleontological resources be 
encountered during project activities, work will cease in the area of the discovery and the 
BLM will be notified immediately.  All survey markers would be protected against 
damage or destruction.  As an extra precaution to protect the SWFL, bald eagle, and 
YBCU, all terrain vehicle or tractor-mounted herbicide applications would be timed to 
occur outside the, April through October, SWFL nesting season.  Herbicide will be 
marked with colored dye to identify areas treated.  A buffer of 15 feet will be used any 
time Garlon herbicide is applied near a sensitive water source (pool, open water, surface 
water, and drainage) to guarantee no effects to YCR and RBS.  Sensitive water sources in 
the vicinity will be tested for active herbicide to determine environmental fates of 
herbicides.  Pedestrian backpack foliar treatments and cut-stump applications would be 
permissible throughout the year.  Any future vegetation removal projects within SWFL 
and YBCU habitat would have site specific surveys to determine SWFL presence or 
absence before any treatment occurs.  All personnel working with or in the vicinity of the 
herbicide application will have daily briefings that would inform them of federally listed 
species concerns.     
 
Monitoring.  Monitoring will be an integral part of this project.  The monitoring will 
focus on herbicide treatment effectiveness and non-target species effects.  Herbicide 
application monitoring protocol, developed for the Mittry BAER project will be utilized 
for this project.  This protocol will be part of a fuels monitoring plan being developed for 
the Yuma Field Office.  This monitoring plan will be developed with the assistance of 
Arizona Western College’s (AWC) Biology Department.  AWC will also provide some 
student labor to assist with the monitoring of this project.    
 
B. No Action Alternative 
 
Under the no action alternative, chemical treatment of invasive weeds would not occur 



 

and tamarisk, cane and giant reed would have to be treated mechanically, which could 
involve more expense and increased surface disturbance.  Fuel created from cutting 
resprouts would accumulate increasing the possibility of wildfire or have to be physically 
hauled off the site. 
Weeds would accumulate within project areas and increase the potential of wildfire.  
Native vegetation communities would suffer from encroachment by weeds and biological 
diversity would decline. 
 
III. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES. 
 
Section III summarizes potential impacts to various elements of the human environment 
including the “critical elements” listed in BLM Manual H-1790-1, Appendix 5, as 
amended.  Those elements not present or not affected by the proposed action are listed in 
the next paragraph.  In addition to the critical elements of the human environment as 
identified by BLM, additional environmental concerns have been identified as being 
potentially impacted by the project alternatives and therefore are discussed in the text of 
this section. 
 
A review of the existing environment shows that the following list of critical elements of 
the human environment are not present or would not be affected by this proposed 
action(s); therefore they will not be addressed in this EA:  Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern, Farm Lands (Prime or Unique), Native American Religious 
Concerns, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Wilderness. 
  
A. Topography and Soils 
 
The project areas are located on floodplains made up of alluvial soils.  The soils are 
nearly level to gently sloping, may be well drained to poorly drained, and range from silt 
loams to clays (USDA, Soil Conservation Service 1980).  Three soil types are present:  
Holtville clay, Indio silt loam, and Salorthids.  These are the floodplain soils of the Gila 
and Colorado Rivers.  These soils are deep, poorly drained, strongly saline, and are found 
throughout floodplains of the Gila and Colorado Rivers.  Salorthids are generally 
saturated with very salty groundwater at shallow to moderate depths. The majority of the 
project area is mapped as Salorthids.  Most if not all of these projects would have 
previously disturbed soil to some extent due to proximity to the floodplain, and previous 
mechanical treatments. 
 

1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  Soils may be potentially disturbed by any 
motorized equipment utilized to haul the herbicide.  Impacts of herbicide 
treatment would be minimal, potentially leaving some vehicle trails if motorized 
treatment is implemented.  A spill Prevention Plan will be in place to mitigate any 
contamination to the soils.  Although herbicides would not alter a soil’s physical 
properties, there may be indirect effects on soil microorganisms. Triclopyr is 
minimally soluble and Glyphosate is strongly bound to soil making them 
unavailable to soil microbes.  Imazapyr is moderately soluble but rapidly 
photodegrades in solution. Triclopyr and Glyphosate based herbicides decompose 



 

rapidly in sunlight and would be inactive on the soil in a few hours after 
application.  The half-life for Glyphosate and Triclopyr is considered “moderately 
persistent” at 47 days.  The half-life for Imazapyr is also considered “moderately 
persistent” with a range of 25-141 days.  Sunlight, temperature, soil and water pH, 
microbial activity and other soil characteristics may affect the breakdown of 
herbicides.yt (DOI, BLM 1991). 
 

 
2.  Effect of No Action.  Soils would continue to be disturbed by annual 
maintenance mowing or cutting of tamarisk resprouts. 

 
 
B. Surface and Ground Water Quality   
  
Surface runoff from storm events is drained into the Colorado and Gila rivers.  The U.S. 
Geological Survey (USGS) regularly collects Colorado River water samples at Imperial 
Dam.  The river water is high in sodium and calcium and conductivity ranges from 1,100 
to 1,700 S/cm (microseimens).  That water quality is somewhat constant.  On the other 
hand, water quality of the Gila River varies over a wide range.  During flooding, the river 
water is very good quality with lower sodium, calcium, and conductivity.  But during low 
flow, the drainage ditches add water from the farmland to the river, bringing the 
conductivity up as high as 9,000 S/cm and adding fertilizer and pesticide residues to the 
water.  Groundwater in the area is typically sodium chloride or sodium fluoride (salt) 
rich.  The groundwater near the Colorado River has high sulfate concentrations, but still 
meets primary and secondary Federal drinking standards, except for fluoride (DOD, U.S. 
Army Yuma Proving Ground 2001). 

 
1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  Herbicides may enter surface water bodies 
during treatment through accidental direct application, through drift or after 
treatment through surface or subsurface runoff.  To pollute the water, they must 
be present in the water at concentrations high enough to impair water quality at a 
point of use.  Surface water will be protected by adhering to a 10-foot (ground-
hand) buffer when using herbicides not approved for aquatic use.  To minimize 
drift, herbicides will only be applied when wind speeds are less than 10 miles per 
hour. 

 
2.  Effects of No Action.  Surface water would not be affected as result of this 
alternative.  Ground water is likely to further recede due to the high use from 
tamarisk. 

 
 
C.  Vegetation. 
 
The proposed project area is located within the Lower Colorado Valley Subdivision of 
the Sonoran Desert.  This is the most arid and largest region of the Sonoran Desert.  
Uplands are chiefly vegetated with creosote bush (Larrea tridentata) in plant 



 

communities containing a variety of other species.  Facultative and obligate riparian trees 
and shrubs characterize uncultivated floodplains.  Within the proposed project area, the 
dominated vegetation is the nonnative tamarisk.  Arrowweed, seep willow (Baccharis 
salicifolia), and quail bush (Atriplex spp.) are also present in several disturbed openings. 
The tamarisk found within the site range in size, age class, and density.  Few athel 
tamarisk (Tamarisk aphylla) occur within the proposed project area.  
 

1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  Only weeds such as tamarisk, cane, ravenna 
grass and giant reed in the project areas would be treated.  Care will be taken to 
ensure that herbicide is not negatively impacting desirable native vegetation such 
as cottonwood, willow, mesquite discovered during project operations. The use of 
herbicide would reduce the need for mechanical maintenance and reduce the fire 
hazard produced by resprouts. 

  
2.  Effects of No Action.  Weeds would have to be mechanically or manually cut 
and would result in a higher fire hazard in between cutting treatments.  Resprouts 
would potentially inhibit the recruitment of desirable native species.   
 

 
D. Wildlife.  
   
A list of the most common wildlife species within YFO riparian zones, including those 
species designated as Threatened, Endangered, Sensitive, and Candidate, can be found in 
Appendix E.  

 
1. Effects of Proposed Action.   

 
Direct impacts.  While spraying weeds, wildlife could be disturbed or less mobile 
animals such as rodents, lizards, or snakes could be crushed by pedestrian traffic 
or motorized equipment if allowed. 

 
Indirect impacts.  The loss of tamarisk habitat, though relatively small in size, 
may negatively affect animals within and adjacent to the project area initially.  
Animals living in the area would be potentially displaced into poorer habitats, or 
forced to encroach into the territories of other individuals adjacent to the project 
area.  Consequently, displaced and encroached upon individuals would have more 
difficulty finding food, seeking shelter, and attracting mates because of higher 
animal densities and competition for limited resources. 

 
The immediate benefit of utilizing herbicide to control tamarisk reprouts would be 
to protect habitat from destruction by wildfire. Use of herbicide would also 
encourage the establishment of native vegetation within revegetation projects 
because of reduced competition.  Native vegetation provides better quality and 
more complex structure for wildlife.  Many studies have found higher bird species 
diversity and abundance in native cottonwood, willow, and mesquite stands 
compared to tamarisk stands (Anderson et al. 1977; Cohan et al. 1979, cited in 



 

Dudley 2000; Anderson and Ohmart 1985; Schroeder 1993, cited in Dudley 
2000).  

 
In conclusion, negative, short-term effects (potentially killing and displacing 
individuals) are overshadowed by positive, long-term effects (reduction of fire 
hazard to adjacent habitat and improved opportunities for native vegetation 
establishment).   

 
2.  Effects of No Action.  Besides failing to support high diversity and abundance 
of wildlife within the project area, allowing tamarisk to exist in the project area 
has far-reaching negative impacts beyond the borders of the project area. 

 
Fire.  Tamarisk in the project area would continue to pose a fire hazard threat to 
priority wildlife habitat within and adjacent the project areas between mechanical 
treatments.  

       
Seed source.  Tamarisk resprouts in the project area would continue to remain a 
seed and pollen source to infect and degrade cottonwood-willow habitat 
elsewhere.  

   
 
E.  Threatened and Endangered Wildlife and Plants. 
 
Federally listed threatened/endangered species occur in or near project areas.  They are 
endangered razorback sucker, threatened American bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus), endangered Yuma clapper rail, endangered brown pelican (Pelicanus 
occidentalis) and endangered SWFL.  A query of the Arizona Game and Fish 
Department’s Heritage Data Management System (HDMS) for special status species also 
revealed the potential for the following species to occur:  great egret (Ardea alba), 
California black rail (Laterallus jamaicensis coturniculus), California leaf-nosed bat 
(Macrotus californicus), and pocketed free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops femorosaccus).  
Herbicide use described in this EA is to be used as a follow-up treatment to wildfire, 
prescribed fire, mechanical and/or hand treatment of weeds.  Concurrence from FWS will 
be required for any project that BLM determines “may affect” threatened or endangered 
species.   
 
American bald eagle is a commonly seen winter resident along the LCR.  They have been 
historically seen using mature willow and cottonwoods as perches along the LCR and 
Gila River. The Yuma clapper rail is found in the cattail marshes along the LCR.  The 
brown pelican is typically found on the Pacific Coast and is an uncommon transient in 
Arizona on the LCR.   
 
The SWFL is found during spring and fall migration along the LCR and has been sighted 
regularly throughout the riparian zone.  Territorial or resident SWFL (those which 
elicited calls after June 15) have been recorded in or adjacent to several of the proposed 
project locations.  No nests have been located south of the Bill Williams River, Arizona, 



 

in over 65 years (Unitt 1987), though northbound and southbound migrant willow 
flycatchers use the riparian corridor.  Factors contributing to the decline of flycatchers on 
the breeding grounds include loss, degradation and/or fragmentation of riparian habitat;  
invasion by nonnative plants; and brood parasitism by Brown-headed Cowbirds (USFWS 
1995, Marshall and Stoleson 2000). 
 
Some of the projects that would be covered under this analysis are directly adjacent to 
“suitable” SWFL habitat as defined and surveyed by Bob Mckernan of San Bernardino 
County Museum and Bureau of Reclamation between 1996 and 2000.  McKernan and 
Braden (2000) identified the “suitable” areas where surveys revealed migrant and 
territorial SWFL.  Tamarisk accounted for 40.9 percent of the known nest substrates for 
SWFL during 2000 (McKernan and Braden 2001).  McKernan and Braden (2001) 
concluded in their 2000 report that at that time, based on nest success of SWFL in 
tamarisk along the LCR, there is no valid reason to view tamarisk-dominated areas as 
inappropriate or unproductive SWFL habitat.  However, in recommendations following 
the conclusions of McKernan’s 2000 report he advocated “identifying areas of the LCR 
which are known as having high potential for breeding SWFL and determine if habitats 
and/or sites can be managed or enhanced through vegetation restoration or surplus water 
delivery” (McKernan and Braden 2001).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife service has recently 
issued proposed critical habitat for the SWFL.  The Parker-Southerly International Border 
Management Unit, and Hoover-Parker / Bill Williams / Parker-Southerly International 
Border Management Units would both be impacted by the use of herbicide.   
 
USFWS is considering proposing the western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus 
americanus occidentalis) (WYBC) for listing as a “threatened” species because 
populations of WYBC have dropped precipitously.  For example, over 15,000 pairs once 
occurred in California less than 100 years ago, but now California has less than 30 pairs 
(Hughes 1999).  Habitat loss and fragmentation in the west has contributed to their rapid 
decline (Laymon and Halterman 1989; Hughes 1999). 
 
In the Sonoran desert, WYBC occurs in mature cottonwood-willow and dense mesquite 
(Rosenberg et al. 1991; Hughes 1999), but rarely occurs in tamarisk.  In the LCR valley, 
Hunter and others (1985) found only 2.4 percent of the WYBC population occurred in 
tamarisk relative to native habitat such as cottonwood-willow (68.3 percent), honey 
mesquite (19.5 percent), and screwbean mesquite (9.8 percent). 
 

1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  The proposed action would strive to protect the 
habitat quality for wildlife including threatened and endangered species in the 
project areas.  Herbicidal maintenance of fire breaks, hazardous fuels reduction 
areas, and other areas of concern within the Wildland Urban Interface would 
protect the riparian corridor from wildfire and further fragmentation and 
degradation.  The herbicides discussed in this environmental assessment would 
not have a negative effect on wildlife if applied according to the label.  The spill 
contingency plan (Appendix C) would ensure that herbicide did not contaminate 
its aquatic environment.   Cottonwoods and willows in and near the project areas 
will not be disturbed as part of the proposed action.  Special status species 



 

including great egret, California black rail, California leaf-nosed bat, and 
pocketed free-tailed bat would not be negatively affected.  All project areas will 
have been previously affected by mechanical treatment, fire, or recreational 
improvements. 

 
2.  Effects of No Action.  Threatened and endangered species numbers would 
continue to be threatened by wildfire as a result of the no action alternative. 

 
F. Climate and Air Quality. 
 
The LCR valley challenges the Mohave Desert’s Death Valley as the hottest and driest 
place in North America.  The temperature extremes range from 32 degrees Fahrenheit to 
120 degrees Fahrenheit.  The amount and seasonality of rainfall are defining 
characteristics of the Sonoran Desert.  Much of the area has a bi-seasonal rainfall pattern.  
A brief summer rainy season and widespread winter rains deliver 3 inches of rainfall on 
the average (Phillips 2000). 
 
Yuma County and a small portion of the Laguna Region are considered nonattainment 
areas for PM10, airborne particulate matter 10 microns or less in diameter. Air Quality 
Standards were exceeded within the nonattainment area in August 2002.  In February 
2004, ADEQ completed a Natural Events Action Plan for the Yuma Nonattainment Area. 
The major sources of air pollution are vehicular travel on improved and unimproved 
surfaces and agricultural activities.  Air quality is otherwise excellent except during times 
of high winds. (USDOD, Army, YPG 2001).  
 

1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  Small amounts of herbicide would be released 
into the atmosphere at the point of the spray nozzle. However, the affects would 
be temporary.  PM10 particles require winds in excess of 15 mph to remain 
airborne.  Herbicides would not be used in winds exceeding 15 mph.  Herbicide 
applications would not contribute to PM 10.  Residual scent from herbicide 
applications would linger in the project area for as long as two months. 

 
2.  Effects of No Action.  Air quality would not be affected if the project does not 
take place.   

 
G.  Recreation. 
 
The project areas are located within the YFO boundaries along the Colorado and Gila 
rivers.  The year-round use for recreation is high in this area.  During the period from 
September to April the primary users of the area are winter visitors who are camping with 
recreational vehicles (RVs) and local residents picnicking and fishing.  During the period 
from May until October the primary users are water sport enthusiasts. 
    

1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  During the proposed herbicide applications, the 
project would be closed off and access restricted.  Within 24 hours following the 
herbicide application, there would no longer be any possible human health 



 

hazards from herbicides and recreational access would be re-opened.  
   

2.  Effects of No Action.    The Implementation of the proposed action would not 
impact any of the recreation sites’ classifications in the BLM’s Recreation 
Opportunity Spectrum.  Recreating visitors within the YFO boundaries would not 
be better protected from the existing high risk of wildfires. 

 
H.  Floodplains. 
 
Floodplains are strips of flat land adjacent to the channel that in former times were 
subject to flooding.  The project area is within the 100-year-floodplain of the Colorado 
River.  Although flooding is rare, past floods have been associated with rapid snowmelt 
in the upper portions of the Colorado River watershed.  These floodplains once harbored 
a rich native seed bank, but are currently dominated by nonnative tamarisk. 
 

1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  Implementation of the proposed action would 
not impact the integrity of the Colorado River floodplain or the U.S. Bureau of 
Reclamation’s management of the river’s flow.  The proposed action would 
comply with Section 7 of the Colorado River Floodway Protection Act, Public 
Law 99-450 (October 8, 1986).  The Final Report of the Colorado River 
Taskforce allows for public roads, fish and wildlife enhancement projects, public 
recreational developments, and a minimal amount of permanent facilities within 
the floodway (Section 7). 

  
2.  Effects of No Action. Implementation of the no action alternative would not 
impact the Colorado River floodplain or the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation’s 
management of the river’s flow.  The no action alternative would comply with 
Colorado River Floodway Protection Act, Public Law 99-450. 

 
 
I. Wetland/Riparian Zones. 
 
The project areas are within riparian areas associated with the Colorado and Gila rivers.  
Currently the riparian zone is dominated by monotypic nonnative vegetation.  
Southwestern riparian ecosystems are one of the most critically endangered habitats in 
North America (USDI, USFWS 2001).   
 
 

1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  The proposed herbicide applications are 
expected to protect current and future riparian restorations, wildlife habitat, and 
reduce fire hazard within WUI and HFR project areas.  Removal of tamarisk 
resprouts would lower the risk of wildfire events, thus allowing for maintenance 
of the native riparian habitat that is being created.  Herbicides would be used in a 
restricted manner that would not allow them to enter the surface water of the 
Colorado or Gila rivers. 

 



 

2.  Effects of No Action.    Fire hazard would continue to pose a greater threat 
because tamarisk resprouts would have to be annually cut mechanically or 
manually. 

 
 
J.  Land Use and Ownership. 
 
The proposed projects either occur on BLM managed land or occur on lands with which 
we have an agreement to implement the proposed action.  By specific Department of the 
Interior directive, Departmental Manual 613, the Yuma Field Office of the BLM 
(formerly the Lower Colorado River Land Use Office and Yuma District Office) has full 
management responsibility for the administration of federal lands not being managed by 
the USFWS along the LCR. This includes all Bureau of Reclamation lands that have been 
acquired or withdrawn for reclamation purposes under U.S. Bureau of Reclamation law. 
 
 1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  There would be no change in land status. 
 
 2.  Effects of No Action.  There would be no change in land status. 
 
  
K. Cultural Resources. 
 
Cultural resources are abundant near YFO riparian zones because people historically 
lived along the rivers.  Campsites, milling stations, artifact scatters, trails, petroglyphs, 
geoglyphs, and other cultural resource sites are likely to be found adjacent to proposed 
planting sites.  It is a requirement that all federal undertakings comply with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended. Each project-
level NEPA analysis would include compliance with NHPA and other applicable cultural 
resource laws before the action is approved by the Field Manager.  Herbicide application 
as covered under this analysis would abide by any restrictions or stipulations laid forth in 
the individual project level NEPA documents and PUPs. 
 

1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  Disturbance of cultural resources would be 
allowed only to the degree allowed under project level NEPA documentation.  
Applicators would only access the work sites using existing roads and trails. Cut-
stump treatments would impact cultural resources due to falling limbs and 
branches.  Pedestrian application would be used where required to minimize 
impacts to cultural resources.    

 
 2.  Effects of No Action.  No cultural resources would be disturbed. 
 
 
L.  Human Health and Safety. 
 
Any land management activities undertaken on public lands must be done with human 
health and safety in mind. In particular, if herbicide use is proposed, all applicable 



 

guidelines must be followed in the use of these products. 
 

1.  Effects of Proposed Action.  Triclopyr, Imazapyr, and Glyphosate fall into 
the “slight” toxicity category and carry a “caution” warning label.  They are 
harmful if swallowed, inhaled, or absorbed through skin.  Applicators must be 
licensed and apply chemicals according to label restrictions.  Herbicides would be 
applied to the project area, but under strict restrictions and guidelines.  A certified 
pesticide applicator would supervise all herbicide applications. 

 
 2.  Effects of No Action.  Human health and safety would not be affected.   
 
 
M.  Wild Horses and Burros. 
 
The Yuma Field Office is responsible for management of wild horses and burros.  These 
animals often water in the riparian zone and travel the associated washes.  Wild horses 
and burros do not generally use tamarisk or any of the other target weeds as forage. 
 

1. Effects of Proposed Action.  Wild horses and burros could be indirectly 
affected by changes in forage supply and herbicide exposure.  The risk of 
direct toxic effects to these animals is negligible, based on the LD50 for all of 
the proposed herbicides. 

 
2. Effects of No Action.  There would be no impact to wild horses and burros.  

 
 
N.  Wastes, Hazardous and Solid. 
 
A site-specific clearance for hazardous materials would be required prior to project 
implementation.    
 

1. Effects of Proposed Action.  All chemical (herbicide) containers would be 
properly disposed of according to label instructions.  The spill contingency 
plan can be found in Appendix C.  Stipulations pertaining to hazardous wastes 
can be found in Appendix D. 

 
2. Effects of No Action.  No wastes, hazardous and solid, would be used which 

could affect the environment in the project area as a result of this alternative. 
 

 
O.  Environmental Justice.   
 
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 ensures that individuals are not excluded from 
participation in, denied the benefit of, or subjected to discrimination under any program 
or activity receiving federal assistance on the basis of race, color, or national origin.  
Executive Order 12898 on Environmental Justice directs that programs, policies, and 



 

activities not have a disproportionately high and adverse human health and environmental 
effect on minority and low-income populations. 
 

1. Effects of Proposed Action.   No negative impacts are anticipated to low 
income or minority communities as a result of the proposed action.  No indigents 
or campsites occupy the proposed project sites.  The proposed action would 
benefit such residents, as it would protect their campsites from the threat of 
wildfire.    

   
2.  Effects of No Action.  Indigent home sites and persons would continue to be 
threatened by wildfire. 

 
 
P.  Invasive, Nonnative Species 
 
In accordance with Executive Order 13112 signed February 3, 1999, all federal agencies 
whose actions may affect the status of invasive species shall:  prevent the introduction of 
invasive species and provide for the restoration of native species and habitat conditions in 
ecosystems that have been invaded.  There are hundreds of exotic plant species in the 
riparian west.  Many riparian exotics have become regionally widespread and locally 
dominate channels or floodplains.  Tamarisk, a highly invasive species of vegetation, 
constitutes the main structural layer within the project area.  Generally when plant species 
diversity declines, ecosystem functions, such as provision of animal habitat, decline as 
well.  Among the habitat suitability factors that can differ between the native and exotic-
dominated vegetation types are presence of suitable branching structure for nest 
placement, quality and quantity of the insect food base, thermal environment 
(microclimate), and abundance of parasites or predators (USDI, FWS 2001).  
 
Functions can be reduced as monotypic stands replace more diverse mosaics and mixes 
of species.  River regulation and flood suppression reduce channel dynamics and can 
result in a simplified community dominated by dense tamarisk thickets with little 
understory vegetation.  Tamarisk has a high rate of seed production; the plant produces as 
many as 600,000 seeds per plant from April through October.  The long period of seed 
production allows tamarisk to germinate well into fall, which is when most native trees 
are no longer producing viable seeds.  Furthermore, monotypic stands of tamarisk pose 
great danger as a hazardous fuel.  Wildfires in tamarisk tend to burn with great intensity 
and produce extreme fire behavior.  These fires can be difficult to suppress and because 
of the high radiant heat they produce and tend to kill most native trees such as 
cottonwood, willow and mesquite. 
 

1. Effects of Proposed Action. The proposed action would reduce the threat of 
wildfire within the WUI and protect native riparian restorations along the 
LCR. Precautions including cleaning would be taken to assure that all 
equipment is clean of mud, dirt, and plant parts prior to moving equipment 
onto the project area. Stipulations pertaining to weeds can be found in 
Appendix D. 



 

 
2. Effects of No Action.  Nonnative vegetation communities would continue to 

persist and expand.  Fire danger from hazardous fuel buildup would increase.  
No hazardous fuel reduction/restoration projects would be maintained with 
herbicide.  Weeds in the project area would continue to be a seed source for 
proliferation into adjacent lands.  

 
Q.  Energy Policy 
 
The area contains no features related to energy development, production, supply, or 
distribution. 
 
 
IV. Cumulative Impacts.  
 
Cumulative effects on wildlife, habitat, and recreation were analyzed for the immediate 
geographic scope of the Yuma Field Office herbicide treatment projects.   
 

1.  Cumulative impacts of vegetation control will be analyzed under project level 
NEPA documents.  Projects not specifically listed in this document are required to 
have site specific NEPA documentation.  Project-level concurrence from the FWS 
is additionally required.   
 
2.  The proposed use of herbicides would assist in reclaiming areas burned by 
wildfire, maintaining functional fire breaks, assist in maintenance of recreation 
areas, reduce hazardous fuel loadings within the WUI, and assist in revegetation 
efforts. 

 
 
 
 
 



 

V.  LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS CONTACTED  
     A.  List of Preparers 
 
Yuma Field Office BLM 
Mike Behrens YFO/LHFO --- Fuels Specialist  
Project Lead     
Jennifer Green    Natural Resources Specialist 
Karen Reichhardt   Resources Team Leader 
Sandra Arnold Archaeologist 
Candy Holzer       Land Law Examiner 
Steve Fusilier    Lands and Minerals Team Leader 
Aaron Curtis        Outdoor Recreation Planner 
Roger Oyler        Range Conservationist 
David Repass:      YFO/LHFO --- Fire Biologist 
Winfred Wong  Wildlife Biologist 
 
     B.  Persons and Agencies Contacted 
 
Lesley Fitzpatrick US Fish and Wildlife Service 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR 

 
BLM PESTICIDE USE PROPOSAL 

 
PROPOSAL NUMBER: AZ-PUP-320-05-0002 

 
EA NUMBER: EA-AZ-320-2005-026 

 
 
STATE: Arizona, California                          DISTRICT: Yuma Field Office                                             
RESOURCE AREA: Yuma Field Office                COUNTY: Yuma, Arizona  
                      Imperial, California    
 
DATE: November 21, 2005                   
 
LOCATION: This is a programmatic Pesticide Use Proposal to cover all of the locations in the 
following table. 
 
Project Name NEPA Number Acreage 

(Approximate) 
Legal Description Designation 

Yuma Face  CX-AZ-050-
2004-0050 

15 T. 5 S., R. 22 W., Secs. 
29 and 30 Gila and Salt 
River Meridian, Yuma 
County, Arizona.   

WUI 

Ferguson CX-AZ-050-
2004-0049 

4 T. 14 S., R. 23 E., 
Secs. 1 and 12 San 
Bernardino 
Meridian, Imperial 
County, 
California.   
 

WUI 

Oxbow CX-AZ-050-
2004-0029 

40 T. 1 N., R. 24 W., 
secs. 23, 24, 25, 
26, 35, 36, Gila 
and Salt River 
Meridian, La Paz 
County, Arizona; 
T. 9 S., R. 21 E., 
secs. 11, 13, 24, 
Imperial County, 
California.   
 

WUI 

Yuma Lakes CX-AZ-050-
2004-0065 

30 T. 14 S., R. 23 E., 
Secs. 1 and 12 Gila 

WUI 



 
and Salt River 
Meridian 
 

Fortuna Pond CX-AZ-050-
2003-0051 

2 Gila and Salt River 
Meridian, Yuma 
County, Arizona 
T. 8. S., R. 21. W., 
Sec. 19: SW¼  SW¼  
NE¼, SE¼ SE¼ 
NW¼ (within)   
 
 

WUI 

Mittry Jetties DNA-AZ-050-
2004-0034 

10 T. 7 S., R. 22 W., sec. 
13 and 14, of the Gila 
and Salt River 
Meridian, Arizona. 
 

WUI 

Border Patrol CX-AZ-320-
2005-012 

220 T. 11 S., R. 25 W., sec. 
3, Gila and Salt River 
Meridian 

WUI 

Pratt Ag Lease AD-AZ-050-
99-021 

12 T. 7 S., R. 22W., sec. 
14, portions of lots 2,5, 
and 6, portion of 
NE1/4SW1/4 and 
NW1/4SE1/4 Gila and 
Salt River Meridian  

WUI 

Paradise Cove 
Transient Fire  

CX-AZ-050-
2004-0071 

20 T. 16 S., R. 22 E., sec. 
28, San Bernardino 
Meridian   

WUI 

Mittry BAER EA-AZ-050-
2003-0039 
 
CX-AZ-050-
2004-0021 

450 T. 6 S., R. 21 W., 
secs. 30, 31, Gila Salt 
River Meridian; T. 7 
S., R. 21 W., secs. 5, 
6,7,8,18,19, Gila and 
Salt River Meridian; 
T. 6 S., R. 22 W. secs. 
25, 26 Gila and Salt 
River Meridian; T. 15 
S., R. 24 E., secs. 
16,17,20,21 San 
Bernardino Meridian 

WUI 

Betty’s Kitchen EA-AZ-055-95-
031 

10 T. 7 S., R. 22 W., sec. 
14, Gila and Salt River 
Meridian 

WUI 

Cibola Site AZ-050-2003- 10 T. 1 N., R. 24 W. SW ¼ WUI 



 
0011  Section 25 and NW ¼ 

Section 36 
Mittry South AZ-050-2002-

0002 
80 T. 7 S., R. 22 W., sec. 

14 Gila and Salt River 
Meridian, Arizona 

WUI 

Paradise Cove 
and Confluence 
Fuel Breaks 

EA-AZ-050-
2002-0021 

 

11 Lot 2, Sec. 28, T. 16 S., 
R. 22 E., San 
Bernardino Meridian, 
AZ (Paradise Cove) and
Lot 6, Sec. 19, T.8 S., 
R. 22 W., Gila and Salt 
River Meridian, AZ 
(Confluence). 

WUI 

 
      
DURATION OF PROPOSAL: Three years                                                                             
 
I.  PESTICIDE APPLICATION (including mixtures and surfactants and colorants): 
 
TRADE NAME(s):   
Pathfinder II,  
Garlon 4 mixed with Mor-Act Adjuvant 
Hi-Lite  
 
COMMON NAME(s):  
Pathfinder II and Garlon 4 = triclopyr  
Mor-Act Adjuvant = Oil/Diesel substitute 
Hi-Lite blue marker dye 
 
EPA REGISTRATION NUMBER(s): 
Pathfinder:  62719-176 
Garlon 4 = EPA Reg. No. 62719-40 
Mor-Act = 2935-50098 
 
MANUFACTURER(s): 
Pathfinder and Garlon = Dow Agroscience  
Mor-Act= Wilbur Ellis 
Hi-Lite = Becker Underwood 
 
FORMULATION:       Liquid \ XX     \        Dry \    \                     
 
METHOD OF APPLICATION:  
Backpack sprayer, vehicle-mounted spray tank, boat mounted spray tank, foliar, cut stump, basal 
bark, injection or sponge. 
 



 
MAXIMUM RATE OF APPLICATION:  All materials will be used according to labeled 
instructions or “Final Environmental Impact Statement Vegetation Treatment on BLM Lands in 
Thirteen Western States, May 1991” – which ever is lower.  
 
All materials will be used according to rate listed in “Final EIS – Vegetation Treatment on BLM 
Land in Thirteen Western States, 1991” 
Rates from Vegetation Treatment on BLM Land in Thirteen Western States, 1991:                                     
Triclopyr:  1.5 lbs. a.i./acre for rangelands 
  
USE UNIT ON LABEL:   
 
Pathfinder II = premixed solution 
Garlon 4 =  1-8 qt./acre 
Mor-act = 1-4 pints per acre in combination with the recommended herbicide (8-16 gallons Mor-
Act per 100 gallons of finished spray) 
Hi-Lite = ½ oz. per gallon 
 
Note:  All basal bark treatments may be used to treat susceptible woody species on range and 
permanent pasture land provided that no more than 1.5 quarts of Garlon 4 are applied per acre. 
 
POUNDS ACTIVE INGREDIENT/ACRE:  
For both Pathfinder and Garlon = 1.5lbs a.i./acre 

 
 
INTENDED RATE OF APPLICATION:  

 
All materials will be used according to label.  Pathfinder II label does not have application rate 
per acre on label.  The acid equivalent of triclopyr in Pathfinder II is 9.81% or 0.75 lb/gal. 
 
Garlon 4 (Low volume foliar treatment) – 20 quarts of Garlon 4 in 10 to 100 gallons of finished 
spray.  Use sufficient spray volume to obtain uniform coverage of target plants including the 
surfaces of all foliage, stems and root collars. 
 
Garlon 4 ( Basal Bark treatment) – mix 20 to 30 gallons of Garlon 4 in enough oil to make 100 
gallons of spray mixture.  Spray the basal parts of brush and tree trunks in a manner which 
thoroughly wets the lower stems, including the root collar area but not to the point of runoff. 
 
Garlon 4 (Cut stump treatment) – Apply undiluted Garlon 4 to wet the cambium and adjacent 
wood around the entire circumference of the cut stump and root collar. 
 
APPLICATION DATE(S): Fall 2005 – Fall 2007 
 
NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS:  Twice/year/site with two spot follow-up applications on 
resprouts.  No applications or combinations of applications will exceed 1.5 lbs. of active 
ingredient per acre, per year. 



 
                                                                       
 
 
 
 II. PEST (List specific pest(s) and reason(s) for application): 
Salt cedar (Tamarix spp.) Ravenna grass (Erianthus ravennae), cane (Phragmites communis), 
giant reed (Arrundo donax).  All of these plant species are invasive along the Colorado river, 
outcompete native plants, reduce native plant diversity and increase hazard fuel load. 
 
III. MAJOR DESIRED PLANT SPECIES 
Cottonwood (Populus fremontii), willow (Salix gooddingii) and mesquite (Prosopis spp.) trees 
are the desired major plant species. 
 
IV. TREATMENT SITE: (Describe land type or use, size, stage of growth of target species, 
slope and soil type). 
Treatment site is within the riparian corridor of the Yuma Field Office.  Most sites will be within 
the floodplain of the Colorado or Gila River.  Soils are level alluvial deposits composed of silt, 
clay and sand.  Treatment is to control invasive plants from dominating the floodplain in areas 
that have been previously treated for hazardous fuels, fuel breaks, riparian restoration projects, 
recreation areas, or regenerating following wildfire. 
 
ESTIMATED ACRES:  914              
 
V. SENSITIVE ASPECTS AND PRECAUTIONS: (Describe sensitive areas [e.g., marsh, 
endangered, threatened, candidate and sensitive species habitat] and distance to treatment 
site.  List measures taken to avoid impact to sensitive areas). 
No plant species listed as sensitive by the BLM are present in the affected area of the Lower 
Colorado River.  Federally listed animals are: southwestern willow flycatcher (SWFL), bald 
eagle, Yuma clapper rail.  Yuma clapper rail habitat is in cattail and bullrush marsh.  No marsh 
vegetation (cattail and bulrush) will be directly sprayed.  SWFL habitat (dense inundated 
tamarisk or mixed native woodland with a moist understory) will not be treated.  The lands being 
treated under this PUP have been previously cleared mechanically, burned by wildfire, and/or are 
designated recreation areas.   

 
VI. NONTARGET VEGETATION: (Describe impacts to nontarget vegetation in the 
project area). 
Nontarget vegetation in order of prevalence is willow, cottonwood, arrowweed, cattail, bulrush, 
seep willow, quailbush and mesquite.  These non-target effects will be minimized by utilizing 
spot application methods, monitoring wind conditions, by ensuring temperatures are below the 
herbicide’s volatilization point, and ensuring applicators will be able to identify nontarget 
vegetation accurately. 
 
                                                                        
VII. INTEGRATED WEED MANAGEMENT: (Describe other aspects of the IWM 
program that are being used in addition to this chemical application in the project area).  



 
The herbicide treatments detailed in EA-320-2005-026 are a follow-up maintenance treatment 
for areas that have been previously cleared as riparian restoration, wildland urban interface, 
healthy forest restoration act, firebreaks, recreations sites or other similar projects.  The treatment 
is to manage for invasive species within the riparian zone.  Sites have been previously cleared 
mechanically, burned in wildfire, or are established recreation sites. 
 
Originator's Signature:                                    Date:                  Telephone Number:  928-317-3234                 
 
Originator's Company Name: YFO-BLM                                                                                                                  
 
Certified Pesticide Applicator's Signature:  ___________________________    Date:   ______                            
 
BLM Office Weed\Pesticide Coordinator’s Signature:                                             Date:   ______           
 
BLM Manager's Approval:                                                         Date:  _____            
 
State Coordinator's Signature                                                   Date:  ______            
 
Deputy State Director's Approval:                                               Date: ______             
 
      CONCUR OR APPROVED       NOT CONCUR OR DISAPPROVED 
      CONCUR OR APPROVED WITH MODIFICATIONS:  Any changes to this proposal by the 
State Pesticide Coordinator will be listed in an attached memo to the Manager requesting 
approval from the Deputy State Director. 
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APPENDIX G 
Responses to Comments Received during the Draft 

Environmental Assessment Public Review Period 
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